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Reasons for Scheduling 
the Environmental 
Analysis of the 
Couverden Timber Sales 

Introduction 

This appendix provides an explanation of the rationale for a specific timber 
harvest project and its importance to the multi-year timber program on the 
Tongass National Forest. To accomplish this, the following questions are 
answered: 

♦ Why is timber from the Tongass National Forest being offered for 
sale? 

♦ How does the Forest Service Develop Forecasts about Future 
Timber Market Demand? 

♦ What steps must be completed to prepare a sale for offer? 

♦ How does the Forest Service maintain an orderly and predictable 
timber sale program? 

♦ How does the Forest Service decide where timber sale projects 
should be located? 

Coordinated timber sale planning is essential for meeting the goals of the 
Tongass Land Management Plan and to provide an orderly flow of timber to 
local industry. To determine the volume of timber to offer each year, the 
Forest Service can look to current market conditions and the level of industry 
operations. However, the planning process for timber harvest projects 
requires the Forest Service to rely on projections of future harvest levels to 
decide how many timber sale projects to begin each year. This document 
explains how the Forest Service uses information about future markets and 
past experience with timber sale planning to determine the volume of timber 
that needs to be started through this process each year. This appendix 
relies heavily on the current annual timber demand analysis and the most 
recent 10-year timber sale schedule. The schedule for FY 2005 has not 
been approved at this time. 
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Why is Timber from the Tongass National Forest 
Being Offered for Sale? 

On a national level, the legislative record is clear about the role of the timber 
program in the multiple-use mandate of the national forests. One of the 
original objectives for creation of national forests was to provide natural 
resources, including timber, for the American public. The Organic Act of 
1897 (partially repealed in 1976) directed the agency to manage the forests 
in order to "improve and protect the forest ... [and] for the purpose of 
securing favorable conditions of water flows, and to furnish a continuous 
supply of timber for the use and necessities of the citizens of the United 
States" (emphasis added). The Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act of 1960 
directs the Forest Service to administer federal lands for “outdoor recreation, 
range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes.” 

The National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 states that “the 
Secretary of Agriculture. ..[may sell, at not less than appraised value, trees, 
portions of trees, or forest products located on National Forest System 
Lands].” Although the heart of the Act is the land management planning 
process for national forests, the Act also sets policy direction for timber 
management and public participation in Forest Service decision-making. 
Under NFMA, the Forest Service was directed to “limit the sale of timber 
from each national forest to a quantity equal to or less than a quantity which 
can be removed from such forest annually in perpetuity on a sustained-yield 
basis”. 

The NFMA directs the Forest Service to complete land management plans 
for all units of the National Forest System. Forest Plans are developed by 
an interdisciplinary team to provide for the coordination of outdoor 
recreation, range, timber, watershed, wildlife and fish, and wilderness. 

Forest plans designate areas of national forest where different management 
activities and uses are considered appropriate including those areas suitable 
for timber harvest. 



Alaska-Specific 

Legislation 



Timber from the Tongass National Forest is being offered for sale as part of 
the multiple-use mission of the Forest Service identified in the public laws 
guiding the agency. In addition, Alaska-specific legislation and the Tongass 
Forest Plan direct the Forest Service to seek to provide timber to meet 
market demand, subject to the budget appropriations process. 

Legislation unique to Alaska directs the Forest Service to maintain a 
commercial timber program. The Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conservation Act (ANILCA) and the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) 
provide direction on the issue of Tongass timber supply. Section 101 of 
TTRA amended the ANILCA timber supply mandate and fixed budget 
appropriations and replaced them with the following text in Section 705 (a): 

Sec. 705. (a) Subject to appropriations, other applicable law, and the 
requirements of the National Forest Management Act of 1976 (P.L. 94- 
588); except as provided in subsection (d) of this section, the Secretary 
shall, to the extent consistent with providing for the multiple use and 
sustained yield of all renewable forest resources, seek to provide a 
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supply of timber from the Tongass National Forest which (1) meets the 
annual market demand for timber from such forest and (2) meets the 
annual market demand from such forest for each planning cycle. 

The Record of Decision for the Tongass Land Management Plan Revision 
(Forest Plan) was signed by the Alaska Regional Forester in 1997. The 
Forest Plan incorporated new resource information and scientific studies and 
reflected an extensive public involvement process. 

There was direction to supplement the 1997 Final EIS to evaluate and 
consider roadless areas within the Tongass for recommendation as potential 
wilderness areas as part of the March 2001 US District Court decision on 
litigation on the 1997 Forest Plan. The Record of Decision for the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement was signed in February 
2003. The No-action Alternative was selected; no additional lands were 
recommended for Wilderness designation and no changes were made to the 
Land Use Designations from the 1997 Record of Decision. The 1997 Forest 
Plan defines appropriate activities within each LUD. Approximately 74 
percent of the Tongass is allocated to LUDs where commercial timber 
harvest is not allowed. 



Amendments have been made to the 1997 Forest Plan, primarily to modify 
small Old-growth Habitat Reserves to meet Forest Plan criteria. These 
amendments have been accomplished with environmental analysis and are 
documented in decision documents. Due to those modifications, Land Use 
Designations (LUD) in certain areas have changed from development LUDs 
that allow timber harvest to Old-growth Habitat LUD or changed from the 
Old-growth Habitat LUD to development LUDs. Those modifications are 
tracked and displayed in the annual Tongass monitoring report. 

The effects to resources in the Final EIS for the 1997 Forest Plan were 
analyzed as if the full timber harvest allowed under each alternative would 
occur over the next decade and into the future. In that way the Forest Plan 
analysis displayed the maximum environmental effects that could be 
reasonably foreseen. Since substantially less timber volume and acres have 
been harvested in the first 8 years of Forest Plan implementation than was 
analyzed, the effects on resources are expected to be less than projected in 
the 1997 Final EIS. The environmental effects analysis in the Forest Plan 
estimated 267 MMBF and 10,200 acres would be harvested per year. 

Forest Plan monitoring indicates that average annual harvest has been less 
than half of those projections. 



Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) 

The ASQ serves as an upper limit on the amount of timber that may be 
offered for sale each year as part of the regularly scheduled timber sale 
program. The Record of Decision for the 1997 Forest Plan states: 

The maximum amount of timber that could be harvested (Allowable Sale 
Quantity or ASQ) during the first decade of the Forest Plan 
implementation is an average of 267 MMBF per year. A timber volume 
level less than the ASQ is likely to be offered over the next few years, 
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given current market conditions, the transition that both the timber 
industry and the Forest Service are experiencing, and the current 
amount of appeals and litigation. 

The ASQ is the amount of sustainable timber that can be harvested from 
suitable forested lands allocated to development by the Forest Plan, in 
accordance with standards and guidelines and other limitations set out in the 
plan. 

It consists of two separate Non-lnterchangeable Components (NICs) called 
NIC I and NIC II. The NIC I component includes lands that can be harvested 
with normal logging systems including helicopter logging with less than % 
mile yarding distance. The NIC II component includes land that has high 
logging costs due to isolation or special equipment requirements. Most of 
these NIC II lands are presently considered economically and technically 
marginal. 

There are two purposes of partitioning the ASQ into two components: to 
maintain the economic sustainability of the timber resource by preventing the 
over-harvest of the best operable ground and to identify that portion of the 
timber supply that may not be harvested because of marginal economic 
conditions. 

With regard to timber production sustainability, the decision for the 1997 
Forest Plan further states: 

The timber resource will be managed for production of sawtimber and 
other wood products from timberlands available for sustainable timber 
harvest, on an even-flow, sustained-yield basis and in an economically 
efficient manner. The Tongass National Forest will seek to provide a 
timber supply sufficient to meet the annual market demand for Tongass 
National Forest timber and the market demand for the planning cycle. 

The Tongass National Forest will continue to allow timber harvest while 
maintaining sustained yield and multiple-use goals. The forest-wide 
standards and guidelines for timber include general direction to “[e]nsure 
that silvicultural systems other than clearcutting are considered through 
an appropriate project level analysis process. However, uneven-aged 
management systems will be limited to areas where yarding equipment 
suited to selective logging can be used.... 

The January 2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule prohibited most timber 
harvest and road construction in inventoried roadless areas on National 
Forest System lands. In July 2003, the US District Court for the District of 
Wyoming set aside the roadless rule and permanently enjoined its 
implementation. Effective January 2004, after analysis of current conditions 
and public comment, the Department of Agriculture amended the roadless 
rule so that actions on the Tongass are not subject to the prohibitions 
against commercial harvest and road building in the roadless rule. 
Management of inventoried roadless areas on the Tongass is now governed 
by the 1997 Forest Plan. In May 2005, the Forest Service adopted a new 
rule that established a petitioning process that provides Governors the ability 
to request adjustments to management of inventoried roadless areas on 
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national forests within their states. An analysis of the effects to roadless 
areas within the project area has been included as part of the analysis for 
this project. This project is consistent with agency policy and procedures 
and has been designed to meet the management direction, goals and 
objectives, and standards and guidelines in the Forest Plan. 

How does the Forest Service Develop Forecasts 
about Future Timber Market Demand? 

Annual Market Consistent with the provisions of the Tongass Timber Reform Act, the 

Demand Tongass National Forest makes two determinations on volume to be offered. 

The first is an estimate on volume to be offered for the current year, based 
on a forecast of annual timber market demand. Annual market demand is 
analogous to assessing industry performance in the short term. The general 
approach is to consider the timber requirements of the region’s sawmills at 
different levels of operation and under different assumptions about market 
conditions and technical processing capability. 

Timber inventory requirements are acknowledged and included in the timber 
demand forecast. These assumptions provide a basis for estimating the 
volume of timber likely to be processed by the industry as a whole in any 
given year. The volume of timber likely to be purchased is equal to the 
volume needed to make up any inventory shortfall in addition to the volume 
likely to be harvested in the coming year. 

The annual market demand forecast is a methodology used to set the short 
term goals for the Tongass timber sale program — it is the projected volume 
of Tongass timber needed to meet annual market demand. The estimated 
annual market demand is the volume the Forest plans to offer for sale in the 
current year of the 1 0-year sale schedule, pending sufficient funding. 

The reports Responding to the Market Demand for Tongass Timber (Morse, 
2000a) and Tongass National Forest Timber Sale Procedures (Morse, 
2000b) document the formulas and procedures used in forecasting annual 
market demand. The procedures are designed to be flexible given the 
uncertainty associated with forecasting market conditions. This is especially 
difficult in Southeast Alaska because of the structural transformation 
underway in the timber industry. The methodology accounts for the fact the 
Forest Service timber sale program cannot quickly respond to market 
fluctuations and allows the industry to accumulate adequate volume under 
contract. The methodology includes provisions to monitor industry behavior 
and includes ways to adjust timber sale program levels to reflect harvest 
activity. 

The planned offer could include a combination of new, previously offered, 
and reconfigured timber sales. Both green timber and salvage will be 
components of the program. Offerings will consist of those targeted for 
Small Business qualified firms, as well as a portion of the volume being 
made available for the open market. 
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The second level of market demand is for the volume needed over the 
planning cycle (usually 10 years). The Forest Service documents market 
demand projections and the means of implementation through a 10-Year 
Timber Sale Plan. To keep the planning cycle demand current, each year 
the 10-Year Timber Sale Plan is updated for each ranger district, whereby 
the current year is dropped at the end of the fiscal year and a new year is 
added. 



Demand projections are important for timber sale program planning. They 
provide guidance to the Forest Service to request budgets, to make 
decisions about workforce and facilities, and to indicate the need to begin 
new environmental analysis for future program offerings. They also provide 
a basis for expectations regarding future harvest, and thus provide an 
important source of information for establishing the schedule of probable 
future sale offerings. The weight given to the projections will vary depending 
on a number of factors, such as how recently they were done and how well 
they appear to have accounted for recent, site-specific events in the timber 
market. 



Table A-1 

Projected and Actual Tongass Harvest (MMBF) 



Projected Harvest 1 ' 






Actual 

Harvest 


Fiscal Year 


Low 


Medium 


High 


1998 


77.3 


86.0 


112.2 


119.8 


1999 


86.4 


99.3 


127.9 


145.8 


2000 


95.5 


115.9 


142.7 


146.8 


2001 


104.6 


129.0 


157.7 


47 . 8 2/ 


2002 


113.7 


134.9 


173.1 


33.8 


2003 


122.8 


140.8 


188.9 


50.8 


2004 


131.9 


146.5 


205.0 


46 


2005 


131.9 


152.2 


221.4 




2006 


131.9 


157.8 


238.2 




2007 


132.0 


163.4 


255.3 




Average 


112.8 


132.6 


182.2 





1/ From Morse (2000a) and Brooks and Haynes (1997). 
21 Truncated logging season due to litigation. 
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What Steps Must Be Completed to Prepare a 
Sale for Offer? 

The Tongass National Forest’s timber sale program is complex. A number 
of projects are underway at any given point in time, each of which may be in 
a different stage of planning and preparation. A system of checkpoints, or 
“gates” (Forest Service Handbook 2409.18, Chapter 10), helps the Forest 
Service track the accomplishments of each stage of a project from inception 
to contract termination. 

Gate 1 - Initial Planning of Timber Sale Project 

A Timber Sale Project Plan, often referred to as a Position Statement, is a 
brief analysis of the project area with the intent of determining the feasibility 
of a potential timber sale. After the Position Statement is developed, the 
Forest Service decides whether the project area merits continued investment 
of time and funds in sale planning. 

Gate 2 - Project Analysis, Sale Area Design, and Decision 

This step is commonly referred to as the “NEPA” phase and includes field 
work, public scoping, analysis, draft disclosure of the effects of the project on 
the environment, public comment, final analysis and disclosure, decision, 
and potentially administrative appeals and litigation. Gate 2 activities are 
generally completed 2 to 3 years before a sale is offered. Legislation, policy 
changes, and appeals and litigation have recently extended completion of 
some projects for a much longer timeframe, often doubling the desired time 
frame 

Gate 3 - Preparation of a Timber Sale 

During this step, the information and direction included in the decision 
document from Gate 2 is used to layout units and design roads on the 
ground. Additional site-specific information is collected at this time. In order 
to maintain an orderly flow of sales, Gate 3 activities should be completed 1 
to 3 years before a sale is offered. 

Gate 4 - Advertise a Timber Sale 

The costs and value associated with the timber sale designed in Gate 3 are 
appraised and packaged in a timber sale contract. The contract is a legally 
binding document that directs a prospective timber sale purchaser how the 
sale must be harvested to be in conformance to the project decision 
document. This step occurs during the final year of the project development 
and culminates with the advertisement of the project for sale. 

Gate 5 - Bid Opening 

Gate 5 is completed with the opening of bids for the project. If a bid is 
submitted, contractual provisions govern when the award of the sale takes 
place, when the sale will be completed (contract length and operation 
season), and how timber removal is to occur. 

Gate 6 - Award a Timber Sale Contract 

Gate 6 is the formal designation of a contract between a bidder and the 
Forest Service. 
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How does the Forest Service Maintain an 
Orderly and Predictable Timber Sale 
Program? 

As discussed earlier, the Forest Service tracks the accomplishment of the 
different steps of development of each timber sale with the Gate System 
process. From a timber sale program standpoint, it is also necessary to 
track and manage multiple projects through a “pipeline” of time as projects 
collectively move through the Gate System. Because of the timeframes 
needed to accomplish a given timber sale and the complexities inherent in 
timber sale project and program development, it is necessary to track 
various timber sale program volumes from Gate 1 through Gate 6. 

The goal of the Tongass National Forest is to provide an even flow of timber 
sale offerings on a sustained yield basis to meet market demand. In recent 
years, this has been difficult to accomplish due to a combination of 
uncertainties such as delays related to appeals and litigation; changing 
economic factors, such as rapid market fluctuations; and industry related 
factors, such as changes in timber industry processing capabilities. To 
achieve an even flow of timber sale offerings, ‘pools’ of volume in various 
stages of the Gate System are maintained so volume offered can be 
balanced against current year demand and market cycle projections 

Today, upward trends in demand are resolved by moving out-year timber 
projects forward, which may leave later years not capable of meeting the 
needs of the industry. In other instances, a number of new projects are 
started based on today’s market but will not be available for a number of 
years. By the time the added projects are ready for offer, the market and 
demand for this volume may have changed. Three pools of timber volume 
are tracked to achieve an even flow of timber sale offerings. 

The objective of the timber pools concept is to maintain sufficient volume in 
preparation and under contract to be able to respond to yearly fluctuations in 
a timely manner. Refer to Table A-2, which displays the projected volume in 
each pool, as well as the goal for volume. Based on historic patterns, the 
Tongass has established a goal for the volume to be maintained in each of 
the timber pools. Appeals and litigation can cause timber sale projects to be 
reevaluated to ensure they meet current standards and direction, which can 
cause delays in making projects available to move through the pools, 
thereby not fully meeting the goals for volumes in each pool. 

Pool 1 - Timber Volume Under Analysis (Gate 1 and Gate 2) 

Volume in Gate 1, the initial planning step, represents a large amount of 
volume, but represents a relatively low investment in each project. This 
relatively low investment level offers the timber program manager a higher 
degree of flexibility and thus, does not greatly influence the flow of volume 
through the pipeline. 

Gate 2, Timber volume under environmental analysis, includes sales being 
analyzed and undergoing public comment through the NEPA process. This 
pool includes any project that has started the scoping process through those 
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Table A-2 

Accomplishments in Gate System and Timber Pools (MMBF) 

Pipeline Pool Volume Goal Planned by End FY 05 

Pool 1 



Volume Under Analysis 


594 1 ' 


400 


(Gate 1 and 2) 






Pool 2 


172 2/ 




Volume Available for Sale 
(Gate 3, Gate 4 and Gate 5) 

Pool 3 

Volume Under Contract 


154 

100 4/ 


396 3/ 



(Gate 6) 

1/ The goal for volume under analysis is approximately 4.5 times the projected harvest 
for the current year (1 32 MMBF for 2005 based on PNW estimates). Volume under 
analysis includes all volume in projects from the Notice of Intent through completion 
of the environmental analysis for sales planned. 

21 The goal for volume available for sale is to have at least 1 .3 times the projected 
harvest for the current year (132 MMBF) in sales that have approved NEPA and 
completion of timber sale preparation. 

3/ The goal for volume under contract is for purchasers to have 3 times the volume 
under contract as projected for harvest for the current year (132 MMBF). 

4/ Includes volume under contract at beginning of the fiscal year (not including 
contracts in the process of being cancelled); the planned accomplishment in Gate 6 
(assumed to be the same as Gate 5); minus the projected harvest. 



projects ready to have a decision issued. In addition, tracking how much 
volume is involved in appeals or litigation may be necessary to determine 
possible effects on the flow of potential timber sales. Volume in appeals and 
litigation is tracked as a subset of this pool as necessary (Table A-3). 

Based on historic patterns, the Tongass has established a goal for the 
pipeline volume to be maintained in each of the timber pools. The goal for 
Pool 1 is to be maintained at approximately 4.5 times the amount of the 
projected harvest to account for projects at various stages of analysis. That 
goal reflects a number of factors which can lead to a decrease in volume 
available, such as a decision in Gate 1 to drop further analysis in a particular 
planning area (called the “no go” decision), a falldown in estimated volume 
between Gate 1 and Gate 2, and volume not available for harvest due to 
appeals or litigation. 

Pool 2 - Timber Volume Available for Sale (Gates 3, 4 and 5) 

Timber volume available for sale includes sales for which environmental 
analysis has been completed, and have had any administrative appeals and 
litigation resolved. Enough volume in this pool is needed to be maintained to 
be able to schedule future sale offerings of the size and configuration that 
best meets market needs in an orderly manner. 

As a matter of policy and sound business practice, the Forest Service 
announces probable future sale offerings through the Periodic Timber Sale 
Announcement. Recent delays at Gate 2 have affected sale preparation and 
have made scheduling uncertain. At Gate 4, sales have been fully prepared 
and appraised, and are available to managers to advertise for sale. This 
allows potential purchasers an opportunity to do their own evaluations of 
these offerings to determine whether to bid, and if so, at what level. 
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Table A-3 

Timber Volume Involved in Appeals and/or Litigation (as of 04/30/05) 

Timber volume remanded on appeals 1 ' 35 MMBF 

Timber volume involved with litigation <230 MMBF 

Timber volume under contract enjoined from 9 MMBF 

implementation 

1/ Remanded - Decision overturned during internal review. Does not include that volume 
in decisions currently in the appeal period or undergoing an appeal. 



Timber in this pool can include a combination of new sales, previously 
offered unsold sales, and remaining volume from cancelled sales. The goal 
is to maintain Pool 2 at approximately 1 .3 times the amount of the projected 
harvest to allow flexibility in offering sales. 

Pool 3 - Timber Volume under Contract (Gate 6) 

Timber volume under contract contains sales that have been sold and a 
contract awarded to a purchaser, but which have not yet been fully 
harvested. Contract length is based on the amount of timber in the sale, the 
current timber demand, and takes into account the accessibility of the area 
for mobilization. The longer the contract period, the more flexibility the 
operator has to remove the timber based on market fluctuations. Timber 
contracts typically initially give the purchaser 3 years to harvest and remove 
the timber purchased. Analysis of recent Tongass timber sales indicates an 
average sale length of about 6 years. 

The Tongass attempts to maintain roughly 3 years of unharvested volume 
under contract to the industry as a whole. This volume of timber is the 
industry’s dependable timber supply, which allows adaptability for business 
decisions. This practice is not limited to the Alaska Region, but is 
particularly pertinent to Alaska because of the nature of the land base. The 
relative absence of roads, the island geography, the steep terrain, and the 
consequent isolation of much of the timber land means that timber 
purchasers need longer-than-average lead times to plan operations, stage 
equipment, set up camps, and construct roads prior to beginning harvest. 

A combination of projected harvest and projected demand is used to 
estimate the volume needed to maintain an even flow timber sale program. 
As purchasers harvest timber, they deplete the volume under contract. 
Timber harvest is then planned and offered by the agency as sales that give 
the industry the opportunity to replace this volume and build or maintain their 
working inventory. Although there will be variation for practical reasons from 
year to year, in the long-run over both the high points and low points of the 
market cycle, the volume harvested will equal the timber volume sold. 

The goal for Pool 3, volume under contract, is to maintain at approximately 3 
times the amount of projected harvest to allow the purchasers to have a 
continuous supply of timber volume available for harvest so they can plan 
their operations. 

Timber harvest projects require site-specific environmental analysis that 
ususally is documented in an environmental! assessement (EA) or an 
environmental impact statetement (EIS). The public is notified of the 
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Program 



analysis and is provided the opportunity to comment on proposals and file an 
appeal on decisions. 

When decisions are appealed and affirmed through the appeal process, the 
project can still be litigated. Litigation can be a lengthy process. Although 
litigation does not preclude offering timber for sale, the Forest Service and 
potential purchasers are often reluctant to enter into a contract where the 
outcome is uncertain. The outcome of litigation affects the Forest’s ability to 
provide a reliable timber supply. 



Timber 

Resource Land 
Suitability 



How Does the Forest Service Decide Where 
Timber Harvest Projects should be Located? 

The location of timber sale projects is based first on the land allocation 
decisions in the Forest Plan. Under the 1997 Forest Plan, lands designated 
for possible timber harvest are in the development Land Use Designations 
(LUDs), primarily the Timber Production, Modified Landscape, and Scenic 
Viewshed Land Use Designations. 

The second consideration is the suitability of the land for timber production. 
Many acres within the development LUDs are not suitable for timber 
production due to poor soils or steep slopes. The process for determining 
the suitability of the land is found in the Forest Plan, Appendix A. Chart A-1 
depicts the classification of all the lands within the Tongass National Forest. 
Four percent of the Tongass land base, the suitable, available and 
scheduled forest land, provides the land base for the Allowable Sale 
Quantity of 267 MMBF per year. Under the 1997 Forest Plan, the remainder 
of the land, approximately 96 percent, does not allow, is not scheduled, or is 
not physically suitable. 
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Chart A-1 

1997 Forest Plan Timber Resource Suitability Analysis 



Productive Forest Productive Forest 


Suitable and 


Non- 


Available - 


Development 


Productiv #c £effiflfe d 4 % 


LUD 


Suitable and 


oc 


Available - 




Unscheduled 2% 




Productive Forest- \ 




Not suitable / 


\ Non-Forest land 


6% 


\ 41% 


Non-Productive [ 




Forest \ 




14% 




Withdrawn lands 




25% 





Non-Forest land - Land that has never supported forests, e.g. muskeg, rock, ice 
Withdrawn Lands - Lands designated by Congress, the Secretary of Agriculture, or Chief for 
purposes that preclude timber harvest, e.g. Wilderness Areas. 

Non-productive Forest - Forest land not capable of producing commercial wood on a 
sustained yield basis. 

Productive Forest, Not suitable. Physical Attributes - Forest land unsuitable for timber 
production due to physical attributes (steep slopes, soils, etc) and/or inadequate information 
to ensure restocking of trees within 5 years of final harvest. 

Productive Forest, Not suitable. Non-development LUD - Productive forest lands where 
timber production is not allowed due to Forest Plan land use designation e.g. Semi-Remote 
Recreation, Old-growth Habitat, etc. 

Productive Forest. Suitable and Available, Scheduled - Forest land that meets all the criteria 
for timber production suitability and is available and is scheduled by the Forest Plan over the 
planning horizon. 

Productive Forest Suitable and Available, Unscheduled - Forest land that meets all the 
criteria for timber production suitability, is available for harvest, however was not scheduled 
in the Forest Plan model for harvest. 



District-Level 

Planning 



The Tongass National Forest is divided into ten ranger districts. For 
planning and scheduling purposes, the allowable sale quantity has been 
allocated to the ranger districts based on the Forest Plan modeling 
(FORPLAN) results of suitable and available acreage. The average annual 
distribution of the full Forest Plan allowable sale quantity by ranger districts 
is displayed in Table A-4 (all volumes are identified as sawlog plus utility). 
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Table A-4 

Annual Project Distribution of Forest Plan Allowable Sale Quantity (MMBF) 



Non-lnterchangeable Component (NIC) 1; 



Ranger District 


NIC 1 




NIC II 


Ketchikan/Misty Fiords 


32 




7 


Thorne Bay 


42 




9 


Craig 


33 




7 


Wrangell 


28 




6 


Petersburg 


50 




9 


Sitka 


17 




4 


Hoonah 


7 




2 


Juneau 


7 




2 


Yakutat 


4 




1 


Admiralty National Monument 


0 




0 


NIC Totals 
ASQ Total 


220 


267 


47 



1/ NIC I component - lands that can be harvested with normal logging systems including 
helicopter logging with less than % mile yarding distance. 

NIC II component includes land that has higher logging costs due to isolation or special 
equipment requirements. 



The Forest Supervisor for the Tongass National Forest is responsible for the 
overall management of the Forest’s timber sale program. Included within 
these responsibilities is making the determination on the amount of timber 
volume to be made available to industry. Whether or not sufficient funding is 
appropriated to attain the program is the responsibility of the Congress and 
the President. 

While the Congressional appropriation process is taking place, the Tongass 
Forest Supervisor directs the District Rangers to develop a timber sale plan 
that is the best estimation of the potential timber harvest projects to attain 
the prescribed offer level for the current year based on annual market 
demand, as well as developing a timber program for the planning cycle, 
based on the NIC I average for the ranger districts. The offer level for the 
current year in this plan is based, to the extent possible, on the forecasted 
annual market demand. Demand may fluctuate from year to year but recent 
years have shown little change in the annual demand projection. Offerings 
may vary from year to year but recently they have been in the low market 
scenario range, as determined by the projected annual demand. 

The District Ranger is responsible for identifying and recommending the 
project areas for the 10-Year Timber Sale Plan. The Ranger’s role is to 
develop and recommend to the Forest Supervisor timber harvest projects 
that meet Forest Plan goals and objectives. Districts work on various timber 
sale projects simultaneously, resulting in continual movement of projects 
through the stages of the timber program pipeline. This schedule allows the 
necessary time to complete preliminary analysis, resource inventories, 
environmental documentation, field layout preparations and permit 
acquisition, appraisal of timber resource values, advertisement of sale 
characteristics for potential bidders, bid opening, and physical award of the 
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timber sale. Project delays through the completion of Gate 2 attributable to 
legal injunctions and litigation has affected the offer level in recent years. 
Once all of the Rangers’ recommendations are made and compiled into a 
consolidated schedule, the Forest Supervisor is responsible for the review 
and approval of the final 10-year timber sale plan. 

Some of the considerations the District Ranger takes into account for each 
project include: 

♦ The project area contains a sufficient number of suitable timber 
production acres allocated to development Land Use. Available 
information should indicate that the timber volume being considered 
for harvest can be achieved while meeting Forest Plan goals, 
objectives, and standards and guidelines. 

♦ To assess other resource use and potential future uses of the area 
and of adjacent areas and of non-National Forest Service lands. 

♦ To prioritize efforts in areas where the investment necessary for 
project infrastructure (roads, bridges, etc.) is achievable with the 
estimated value of timber in the project area. Where infrastructure 
already exists, this project would allow any maintenance and upgrade 
of the facilities necessary for removal of timber volume. 

The implementation of the sales on the 1 0-year plan depends in part on the 
final budget appropriation to the agency. In the event insufficient budget is 
allocated, or resolution of pending litigation or other factors delay planned 
sales, timber sale projects are selected and implemented on a priority basis. 
Generally, the higher priority projects include sales where investments such 
as road networks, camps or log transfer facilities have already been 
established or where land management status is not under dispute. The 
distribution of sales across the Tongass is also taken into account to 
distribute the effects of sales and to provide sales in proximity to timber 
processing facilities. Timber sale projects, scheduled for the current year 
that are not implemented or the remaining volume of sales that are only 
partially implemented are shifted to future years in the plan. The sale plan 
becomes very dynamic in nature due to the number of influences on each 
district. 

The Couverden project meets all laws and regulations governing the removal 
of timber from National Forest System lands, including Forest Service 
policies as described in Forest Service manuals and handbooks and the 
1997 Forest Plan and ROD. Based on current year and anticipated future 
timber volume demand and the timber supply requirements of the Tongass 
Timber Reform Act, the Couverden project is prudent at this time to meet 
future timber sale needs as demonstrated in the revised 10-Year Timber 
Sale Plan. The anticipated budget allocations and the availability of 
resources are sufficient to prepare and offer this project for sale as 
scheduled. 
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How Does This 
Project Fit into 
the Tongass 
Timber 
Program? 



Why is this 
Project 
Occurring in 
this Location? 



The Couverden project is currently in Gate 2, Project Analysis. The amount 
of volume considered for harvest under the action alternatives ranges from 
approximately 1 to 5 MMBF to 27.4 MMBF, which would contribute to the 
Tongass timber sale program. A no-action alternative is also analyzed in 
this EIS. If an action alternative is selected in the decision for the Couverden 
project, this volume will be added to the volume available for sale. As 
described in the Pools of Timber section of this appendix, the volume of 
timber needed to maintain Pool 1 is 4.5 times the amount of the projected 
harvest to account for projects at varying stages of analysis for that year. 

Currently, forest-wide, the volume under analysis (Pool 1) contains 400 
MMBF and includes the Notice of Intent volume for this project. The 
Couverden project contributes to timber sale program planning objectives to 
meet the goal of providing an orderly flow of timber from the Tongass on a 
sustained yield basis to meet timber supply requirements. It is reasonable to 
be conducting the environmental analysis for this project at this time. The 
Couverden project is currently proposed for offer in Fiscal Year 2007. 

As displayed in the 1997 Tongass Forest Plan, the suitable and scheduled 
land base on the Tongass National Forest is capable of supporting an 
Allowable Sale Quantity of 267 MMBF annually, 220 MMBF of which is 
considered economical (i.e., the NIC I component) under average market 
conditions. The Forest Plan analysis assumed all suitable, scheduled 
timberlands would eventually be planned for harvest to meet the current and 
projected demand for timber in Southeast Alaska. The relocation of this 
project to another area is inefficient and potentially contrary to the standards 
and guidelines of the Forest Plan. This decision is based on the 
consideration of cumulative effects on other resources from past harvest 
activities, the location of timber sales under contract, and the eventual use of 
all suitable and scheduled lands for timber sale projects. 

The reasons this project is being considered in this area include: 

♦ The project area is a development LUD. 

♦ The project area has a developed road system and an LTF. 

♦ Past harvest in the project area has been well below the maximum 
sustainable harvest level for the area. 

Effects on subsistence resources from timber harvest are projected to have 
few differences based on the sequence areas are harvested. Harvesting 
other areas with available timber on the Tongass National Forest is expected 
to have greater potential effects on subsistence resources, because of the 
low level of subsistence use in the Couverden area. Harvest within other 
areas is foreseeable under the Forest Plan. 



There is a long legislative recognition that timber harvest is one of the 
appropriate activities on national forest, starting with the founding legislation 
for national forests in 1897. The National Forest Organic Act provides that 
national forests may be established “to improve and protect the forest within 
the boundaries of, or for the purposes of securing favorable conditions of 
water flows and to furnish a continuous supply of timber for the use and 
necessities of the citizens of the United States.” 
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Congress’s policy for national forest, as stated in the Multiple Use Sustained 
Yield Act of 1960, is “the national forests are established and shall be 
administered for outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildlife 
and fish purposes.” Accordingly, Congress has authorized the Secretary of 
Agriculture to sell trees and forest products from the national forests “at no 
less than appraised value.” The National Forest Management Act directs that 
forest plans shall “provide for multiple use and sustained yield, and in 
particular, include coordination of “outdoor recreation, range, timber, 
watershed, wildlife, fish and wilderness. 

In addition to nationwide statutes, section 101 of the Tongass Timber 
Reform Act directs the Forest Service to seek to meet market demand for 
timber from the Tongass subject to certain qualifications. It is the goal of the 
Tongass National Forest to provide an even flow of timber on a sustained 
yield basis and in an economically efficient manner. The amount of timber 
offered for sale each year is based on the objective of offering enough 
volume for sale to meet the projected annual demand. That annual demand 
projection starts with installed mill capacity, and then looks to industry rate of 
capacity utilization under different market scenarios, the volume under 
contract, and a number of other factors, including anticipated harvest and the 
range of expected timber purchases. 

As described by Morse (2000a), in terms of short term economic 
consequences, oversupplying the market is less damaging then 
undersupplying it. If more timber is offered than purchased in a given year, 
the unsold volume is still available for re-offer in future years. The unsold 
volume would have no environmental effects because it would not be 
harvested. Conversely, a short fall in the supply of timber can be financially 
devastating to the industry. The Couverden project could supply from 
approximately 1 to 5 MMBF to 27.4 MMBF of volume for sale, with harvest 
potentially beginning in 2007. 
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Appendix B 
Unit Cards 



The Couverden Timber Sale Unit Cards were published with the 
Draft EIS. Slightly modified final unit cards have been included in the 
Project Planning Record and are available for review upon request. 
Unit cards for the Selected Alternative are published with the Record 
of Decision. 
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Appendix C 
Road Cards 



The Couverden Timber Sale Road Cards were published with the Draft 
EIS and have been included in the Project Planning Record. Slightly 
modified road cards are available for review upon request. Road cards 
for the Selected Alternative are published with the Record of Decision. 
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Appendix D 

Site-Specific Mitigation 
Measures Incorporated Into 
Unit and Road Design 



The specific mitigation measures that are applied to selected units and/or 
roads are identified in this section. Listed below is a summary of the 
Forest Plan Mitigation Measures. The source(s) of each general measure 
are listed after the measure in terms of individual Forest Plan Standards 
and Guidelines (see Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan) or Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) (see Appendix C of the Forest Plan and Chapter 10 of 
FSH 2509.22, Region Soil and Water Conservation Handbook). 

Summary tables (D-1 and D-2) located at the end of this appendix show 
the units and roads to which the specific measures apply. 

Fish, Water, and Soils 

FI Riparian Buffers: Establish no-harvest and selective cut buffers 
along streams and around lakes to protect riparian areas as defined by 
the Riparian Standards and Guidelines. Protect buffers from adjacent 
harvest activities (e.g., directional felling, split yarding, suspension 
requirements). (RIP2, BMP 12.6) 

F2 Directional Felling along Buffers: Trees identified for harvest will be 
felled to avoid riparian areas designated for “no commercial harvest” and 
stream courses. (RIP2-II) 

F3 Class lll/IV Stream Protection: Split yard and directionally fall trees 
away from Class IV streams without buffers. (RIP2-II) 

F8 Siting of Road-Stream Crossings: Modify the location of road- 
stream crossings to correspond with stable stream reaches. (TRAN214- 

II) 

F9 Routing of Roads near Streams: Modify road routes to avoid 
locations near fish-bearing streams. (TRAN214-II) 

F10 Routing of Roads through Wetlands and Other Sensitive Areas: 

Modify location of Forest Development Roads to minimize impact to 
wetlands, floodplains, estuaries, and tidal meadows. (TRAN21 4-111) 

F1 1 Harvesting Timber in/near Wetlands and Floodplains: Modify unit 
design or logging system to avoid or minimize damage to muskegs, other 
wetlands, or floodplains. (S&W112-I, BMP 12.4 and 12.5) 
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F14 Avoid Harvesting High Hazard Soils: Modify unit design to avoid 
very high mass movement areas, including slopes greater than 72 
percent. (S&W112-I, BMP 13.5) 

FI 5 Avoid Road Development on Very High Hazard Soils: Avoid road 
construction along unstable slopes, including slopes greater than 67 
percent. (S&W1 12-1 and BMP 13.5) 

Timber 

T1 Maintain Advanced Regeneration: Maintain advanced regeneration 
within the units to meet reforestation needs and stand objectives. 

(TIM1 11-2-1) 

Wildlife and Threatened/Endangered/Sensitive 
Species 

W1 Provide Habitat Diversity by Using the Clearcutting with 
Reserves System: Provide for greater habitat diversity on a stand level 
overtime by using clearcutting with reserve trees (even-aged system) as 
a harvest prescription (see Appendix G to Forest Plan FEIS). (WILD1 12 - 
III) 



W6 Provide Habitat Diversity by Using the Uneven-age Harvest 
System: Provide for greater habitat diversity on a stand level over time by 
using the selection method (uneven-age system) as a harvest prescription 
(see Appendix G to Forest Plan FEIS). (WILD1 12 -III) 

W7 Leaving Nonmerchantable Trees and Snags: Provide for greater 
habitat diversity on a stand level over time by leaving most 
nonmerchantable trees and snags after harvest. (WILD112 - III) 

W9 Road Closures: Close roads to motorized use to protect wolves and 
other species from over harvest. (WILD112) 

W13 Protection of Bald Eagle Nest Trees/Other Sites and Timing of 
Activities: Avoid all activity, modify unit or road design, and/or limit timing 
of activities, near bald eagle nest trees, perch trees, and winter roost sites 
in accordance with the Interagency Agreement established with the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). (WILD1 12-V) 

W23 Buffers along Brown Bear Streams: Establish forested buffers, 
where available, of approximately 500 feet along streams, where 
additional protective measures are needed to provide cover for brown 
bears while feeding. (WILD112-VI) 
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Recreation and Tourism 

R1 Access Restrictions for Recreation: Close or restrict access on 
roads to maintain remoteness of areas after harvest. (REC1 12-11) 

Scenery 

VI Meet Visual Resource Objectives by Using the Clearcutting with 
Reserves System: Reduce visual contrast with adjacent areas by using 
clearcutting with reserve trees (even-aged system) as a harvest 
prescription (see Appendix G to Forest Plan FEIS). (VIS1 1 - III) 

V5 Patch/Strip Clearcutting: Reduce visual contrast with adjacent areas 
by using patch or strip clearcutting (two-age or uneven-age systems) as a 
harvest prescription (see Appendix G to Forest Plan FEIS). (VIS1 1-111) 

V6 Meet Visual Resource Objectives by Using the Uneven-age 
Harvest System: Reduce visual contrast with adjacent areas by using 
the selection method (uneven-age system) as a harvest prescription (see 
Appendix G to Forest Plan FEIS). (VIS1 1 - III) 

V7 Leaving Nonmerchantable Trees: Reduce visual contrast with 
adjacent areas by leaving most nonmerchantable trees after harvest. 

(VIS1 1 - III) 

V8 Modification of Unit Boundaries: Modify unit boundaries to ensure 
that the harvest unit meets the proposed VQO in partial retention and 
retention areas. (VIS11-II) 
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Table D-1. Site-specific Mitigation Measures Applied to Individual Harvest Units by Alternative 
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Table D-1. Site-specific Mitigation Measures Applied to Individual Harvest Units by Alternative 
(Continued) 
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Table D-1. Site-specific Mitigation Measures Applied to Individual Harvest Units by Alternative 
(Continued) 








Site-specific Mitigation Measures for Harvest Units 1 ' 




Alternative 


Fish, Water, & Soils 


Timber 


Wildlife & TES Species 


Scenery 


Units 2, 


HQDBB 


FI F2 F3 F10 F11 F14 F15 


T1 


W1 W6 W7 W13 W23 


VI V5 V6 V7 V8 



X 


X 


X 


X 



X 


X 


X 


X 


X 


X 
















X 



X X 



X X 



X 






1/ These mitigation measures include changes and mitigation measures that were implemented throughout the unit design process. 

2/ Units that have more than one prescription (i.e., different prescriptions for the various alternatives) are listed twice so that the mitigation measures can be 
distinguished based on the different alternatives. 



Table D-2. Site-specific Mitigation Measures Applied to Individual Roads by Alternative 

2 3 4 5 6 

x x 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 
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Site-Specific Mitigation Measures for Roads 


Fish, 


Water, & Soils 


Wildlife 


Recreation 


F8 


F9 


F10 


W9 


R1 








X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 






X 


X 


X 


X 




X 


X 


X 


X 






X 


X 



8550150 

85532-100 

855399 

8561-100 

8563-400 
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Appendix E 

Response to Public Comments 
on the DEIS 

Introduction 

Appendix E includes all written and oral comments received for the 
Couverden Draft Environmental Statement (DEIS) and the Forest Service’s 
response to the issues addressed in the public comments. The Forest 
Service received 71 written comments in addition to oral comments received 
at the ANILCA subsistence hearings (see below). The Interdisciplinary 
Team thoroughly and objectively read and analyzed every substantive issue 
and concern. Comments within each letter were numbered individually to 
facilitate analysis and response. 

The public comment process is not a forum for voting or a survey process 
intended to determine public opinion. The emphasis of the review process 
is on the content of the comment, rather than on the number of times a 
comment was received. When those commenting do not see their view 
reflected in the final decision, they should not conclude that their comments 
were ignored. All comments are considered, including comments that 
support or oppose the proposed action. The Forest Service responses 
discuss how the issue has been addressed in the EIS, provide an overview 
of Forest Service policy or direction regarding the issue, and/or direct the 
reader to the appropriate section of the Forest Plan for a more complete 
discussion. 

Comment Summary 

Approximately 16 commentors expressed their opposition to timber harvest 
in the project area; others expressed their opposition to any federal timber 
harvest. Financial loss and waste of taxpayers’ money were identified as a 
major concern associated with timber harvest (23 commentors), as were 
visual/scenic impacts, recreational opportunities and the impact of the loss 
of these resources on tourism (17 commentors). Concern over adverse 
impacts to wildlife and fish habitat and disturbance from logging activities to 
wildlife and fish (9 commentors) were also issues raised. Site-specific 
mitigation measures identified in the Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines 
(Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan) and Best Management Practices (Appendix C 
of the Forest Plan and Chapter 10 of FSH.2509.22, Region Soil and Water 
Conservation Handbook) would be applied to protect these resources. 

Refer to the analysis in Chapter 3 and to the ROD and individual unit and 
road cards attached to the ROD. Conversely, four commentors supported 
timber harvest in the project area, stating logging did not harm other 
resources and provided wood products people needed. Creation of local 
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jobs was identified as a benefit associated with timber harvest by these 
commentors. 

Approximately 30 commentors expressed support for Alternative 5. They 
stressed that small timber sale opportunities were needed for local 
operators in Gustavus. Many expressed the view that the government 
should provide approximately 100,000 board feet of timber per year in 
perpetuity solely for Gustavus residents. While Alternative 5 does consider 
providing between 1 00,000 and 500,000 board feet of timber per year that 
could be purchased by small operators in Gustavus, it does not exclude 
people from other nearby communities, such as Hoonah, from purchasing 
these small sales. The Forest cannot include harvesting a given volume per 
year “in perpetuity.” This proposal seeks to meet direction in the current 
Forest Plan, which includes harvesting timber from a portion of the project 
area (the Timber Management and Scenic Viewshed LUDs, refer to Figure 
1-2). The current Forest Plan will be revised within the next 10 years. The 
Forest Service has no way of knowing if the Couverden area will include 
LUDs that permit timber harvest or what standards and guidelines may 
apply over the next 100 years, or even during the next planning period. 
Standards and guidelines have changed significantly over the past 20 years 
and may continue to change as new scientific information is gained. Refer 
to the ROD for a discussion of the small sale issue. 

Ten people commented that the Forest has changed its public involvement 
process for timber sale EISs, substituting informal public meetings and 
written comment for the public hearings that were required in the past. 

Many of these commentors stated that public hearings were the best way 
for the public to comment on proposed projects. The Forest has not 
changed its policy on how it seeks public comment. Holding formal 
hearings has not been a requirement for National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) documents. Public meetings can follow, and have followed, various 
formats. For example, informal information workshops have been held for 
many EISs over the past several years to allow members of the public to 
ask specific questions and gather general information about the projects. 

We do not agree that public hearings are needed to allow the public to 
express comments for the record. We believe that written comments 
provide a better format for gathering public input. There is no chance that 
the person commenting will be misquoted. Their exact words are published 
in the FEIS along with the agency response. The open house format offers 
a chance for all participants to review information and ask questions about 
the project. This enables each person to spend however much time they 
wish providing comments, rather than restricting each person to a brief time 
period in a hearing. Formal hearings were held in Hoonah and Gustavus for 
subsistence, as required under Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act (ANILCA). 

Four people commented that they opposed any new road construction, two 
people requested that all roads be closed after the project is completed and 
two commented that all roads should remain open. Alternatives 1 and 5 do 
not include any new road construction. The other alternatives include 
varying amounts of temporary and/or classified road construction. Refer to 
the Record of Decision (ROD) for a resolution of these issues. 
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Letters Received from Individuals, 
Organizations, and Agencies 



The following list includes all individuals, organizations, and agencies that the Forest Service 
received written comments from during the 45-day comment period for the Couverden Draft 



EIS. 



First Name 


Last Name 


City 


State 


Organization 


Page 


John C. 


Leeds 


Juneau 


AK 


Department of the Army, US Army 
Engineer District 


E-5 


Pamela 


Bergmann 


Anchorage 


AK 


US Department of Interior 


E-8 


Judith 


Leckrone Lee 


Seattle 


WA 


Environmental Protection Agency 


E-13 


Kevin J. 


Hanley 






State of Alaska Department of 
Environmental Conservation 


E-18 


Susan 


Andrews 








E-22 


Bruce H. 


Baker 


Auke Bay 


AK 




E-24 


Paul 


Barnes 


Gustavus 


AK 


Gustavus Citizens Alternative 


E-26 


Anissa 


Berry 


Port Alexander 


AK 




E-32 


Paul 


Berry 


Gustavux 


AK 




E-34 


Nathan 


Borson 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-36 


Corrie 


Bosnian 


Sitka 


AK 


Center for Biological Diversity 


E-40 


Judy 


Brakel 


Gustavus 


AK 


Gustavus Public Meeting 


E-42 


Tim 


Bristol 








E-54 


Terry 


Brock 


Cambridge 


IL 




E-56 


William 


Brown 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-5 8 


Murray 


Buthen 


Juneau 


AK 




E-60 


Jai 


Crapella 


Douglas 


AK 




E-64 


Bob 


Deering 


Juneau 


AK 




E-66 


Larry 


DePute 


Juneau 


AK 




E-68 


Larry 


DePute 


Juneau 


AK 


Family Practice Physicians 


E-70 


Larry 


Edwards 


Sitka 


AK 




E-74 


Larry 


Edwards 


Sitka 


AK 


Greenpeace 


E-76 


Carolyn 


Elder 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-84 


Page 


Else 


Sitka 


AK 


Sitka Conservation Society 


E-86 


John E. 


Erickson 


Hoonah 


AK 


Tok River Outfitters 


E-88 


Christine 


Gabriele 








E-92 


Owen 


Graham 


Ketchikan 


AK 


Alaska Forest Association 


E-94 


Melanie 


Heacox 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-96 


Kevin 


Hood 


Juneau 


AK 




E-98 


Thomas 


Imboden 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-100 


Glen 


Ith 


Petersburg 


AK 




E-102 


Catherine 


Johnson 


Juneau 


AK 




E-108 


Jason 


Jones 


Skagway 


AK 




E-110 


Mark 


Kaelke 


Juneau 


AK 


Bear Creek Outfitters 


E-112 


Christine 


Kent 


Juneau 


AK 




E- 114 
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First Name 


Last Name 


City 


State 


Organization 


Page 


Margaret 


Leibowitz 








E- 116 


Tania 


Lewis 


Gustavus 


AK 




E- 118 


Buck 


Lindekugel 


Juneau 


AK 


Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 


E-122 


Steve 


Little 


Gustavus 


AK 


Little Wood Products 


E-161 


Cliff 


Lobaugh 


Juneau 


AK 




E-165 


Tom 


Meyer 


Juneau 


AK 




E-168 


Lynn 


Morrow 








E-170 


Richard T. 


Myren 


Juneau 


AK 


Institute of Northern Forestry, US 
Department of Agriculture 


E-172 


Dean 


Nielson 


Hoonah 


AK 




E- 191 


Abby Louise 


Norman 








E-194 


Jenny 


Pursell 


Juneau 


AK 




E-196 


Peggy 


Redford 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-198 


Jim 


Rehfeldt 


Juneau 


AK 




E-200 


Charlie 


Rice 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-202 


Philip C. 


Riddle 






Bear's Nest B&B 


E-206 


Heidi 


Robichaud 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-208 


Mark 


Rorick 


Juneau 


AK 


The Sierra Club 


E-210 


Vince 


Schafer 


Gustavus 


AK 




E-232 


Gabriel 


Scott 


Cordova 


AK 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, ALASKA 
JUNEAU REGULATORY FIELD OFFICE 
JORDAN CREEK CENTER 
8800 GLACIER HIGHWAY, SUITE 106B 
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801-8079 

February 10, 2004 

Regulatory Branch. 

East Section 
POA-2 0 04 -2 02 (JCL) 

Mr . Dave Carr 
Project Team Leader 
U.S. Forest Service 
Juneau Ranger District 
84S5 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-8041 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

The United States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers, Alaska District 
(Corps) is providing this letter as written comment on the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the proposed Boundary Timber Sale, submitted on December 
2, 2003 [received in our office 09 FEB 2004, two months later!]. The proposed 
project area would be located in the South Chilkat Peninsula area, in the 
Juneau Ranger District, Alaska. The preferred alternative allows for 
construction of new access roads, as well as the reconstruction of existing 
roads, plus the use of an existing Log Transfer Facility. 

The Corps ' regulatory authorities are based on two laws: Section 10 of 

the Rivers and Harbors Act (RHA) of 1899 (33 USC 403), which prohibits the 
obstruction or alteration of navigable waters of the U.S. without a permit 
from the Corps; and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) , which prohibits , 

the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands, without a Corps' permit. Based on information provided in the EA, 
and available to our office, portions of the proposed work would occur in 
wetlands and waters and would, therefore, be within the Corps' jurisdiction. 

Wetlands are defined as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface 
or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and under 
normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted S 

f°r life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands include "muskegs", swamps, [ 

marshes, bogs, and similar areas. 

Section 404(f) ( 1 ) (a) of the CWA states, in part, that normal 
silvicultural activities for the production of forest products, which are part 
of an established, ongoing operation, are not subject to regulation under 
Section 404 of the CWA. To fall under this exemption, the activities must not 
result m a conversion of an area of the waters of the U.S. to a use to which 
it was not previously subject, whereby the flow or circulation of waters of ACQt'2- 

the U.S. may be impaired or the reach of such waters reduced (see 33 Code of | 

Federal Regulations (CFR) 323.4(b). A conversion of a wetland to a non- I 

wetland to bring a new area into timber production that is not currently part I 

of an ongoing operation is a change in use of an area of waters of the U.S. I 

that would not be exempt from Section 404 requirements. ] 

The construction or maintenance of forest roads used for the sole j 

purpose of silvicultural activities is exempt from regulation under Section ' 

404 of the CWA. Section 404(f) (1) (e) of the CWA states that the construction 
or maintenance of forest roads for silviculture activities is exempt from I 
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regulations under Section 404 of the CWA, provided the roads are constructed 
and maintained in accordance with Best Management Practices (BMP) , which shall ! 

include the baseline provisions (BPs) listed in 33 CFR 323.4(a) (6). The use [ 

of BMPs assure that flow and circulation patterns and chemical and biological f 

characteristics of waters of the U.S. are not impaired; that the reach of the ! 

waters of the U.S. is not reduced; and that any adverse effect on the aquatic s 

environment is otherwise minimized. Please recognize that the forest road AC°£.~l 

exemption applies only to roads that would be used solely for normal 
silvicultural activities, such as harvesting of trees. Forest roads that 
would remain open and that would provide more than incidental use for 
subsistence or recreational access, or other public use, would not be 
considered sole purpose roads and would not be exempt from Section 404 
requirements. The Corps has the responsibility to assure that activities 
performed under the exemption meet the conditions included in the CWA, 
implementing regulations, BMPs and subsequent National guidance. 

It appears, from the review of the EA, that all temporary roads used to j 

support these harvests will be closed after the harvest is completed. To 
comply with BP No. 15, all temporary roads within the project area need to be 
obliterated (closed) or pdt into "storage". Drainage structures associated 
with roads that cross wetlands and streams also need to be designed to ensure 
that surface and- subsurface flows are not restricted to comply with 404(f) BPs 
for forest roads. 



I 

ACTsE-3 





Any road proposed to remain open may not be considered a single purpose 
road and might require CWA authorization if constructed in waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands. Authorization for proposals to discharge fill material in 
waters of the U.S. are available only for projects that clearly demonstrate 
compliance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Section 
404 (b) (1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230). The guidelines state that no discharge of 
dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable 
alternative to the proposed discharge, which would have less adverse impact on 
the aquatic ecosystem, as long as the alternative does not have other 
significant adverse environmental consequences. In those cases where the 
activity associated with a discharge is not water dependent, practicable 
alternatives are presumed to exist unless clearly demonstrated otherwise. The 
burden is on the applicant to provide a detailed and verifiable discussion of 
alternatives for our consideration. An alternative is considered practicable 
if it is available and capable of being accomplished after taking into 
consideration costs, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall 
project purpose. 




I appreciate your cooperation with the Corps' Regulatory Program. 
Please contact me at (9 07) 790-4490, or by FAX at (907) 790-4499, or by mail 
at the letterhead address. For additional information about our Regulatory 
Program, visit our web site at www . poa . usace . army.mil/reg. 




Project Manager 
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Response to John C. Leeds, US Army Corps of Engineers 

ACOE-1: The Forest Service recognizes the Corps’ regulatory authority and its definition of 
wetlands. 

ACOE-2: The Forest Service agrees that normal silvicultural activities for the production of 
forest products, including roads built for the sole purpose of silvicultural activities, are not 
subject to regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

ACOE-3: All alternatives include the following mitigation measures: all temporary roads will 
be closed and drainage structures that cross wetlands and streams will be designed to ensure 
that surface and subsurface flows are not restricted. 

ACOE-4: All new roads would be closed following completion of the project. New roads 
constructed for this project would be placed in “storage” after use. Roads in storage are not 
considered usable by normal vehicle traffic. Placing a road in storage includes such activities 
as removing culverts and installing waterbars; however, the roadbed would be mostly left 
intact. Temporary roads constructed for this project would be obliterated. Obliteration 
includes stabilization and restoration measures, such as blocking the entrance to the road, 
installing waterbars, removing culverts, restoring vegetation, removing fill where appropriate, 
and re-establishing former drainage patterns. 
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United States Department of the Interior 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
1689 C Street, Room 119 
Anchorage, Alaska 99501-5126 
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ER04/119 April 2, 2004 

Mr. pave Carr 

Couyerden Timber Sales Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-8041 

Dear Mr. Carr: 

The pepartment of the Interior has reviewed the U.S. Forest Service’s (USFS) December 2 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)_fo,uthe Couverden Timber Sales project, 
believe that the following comments need to be addressed in the Final EIS. 



The : Couverden sale area is located on the south Chilkat Peninsula along Icy Strait, 
approximately 30 air miles west of Juneau and 20 air miles southeast of Gustavus, Alaska. The 
USFS proposes to harvest 20 million board feet of timber from 764 acres (Alternative 3). This 
alternative would require construction of approximately 3.4 miles of new classified road and 1 8 
mile$ of temporary road. Under alternatives 2, 3, and 6, the USFS proposes to close all new 
roads to motorized vehicles (except all-terrain vehicles). The harvested logs would be 
transported to an existing log transfer facility and loaded directly onto barges. 



Old-growth reserves (OGR) provide important nesting habitat for numerous U.S, Fish a4d 
Wildlife Service (FWS)-managed trust species, including marbled murrelets, goshawks, and bald 
eagles. Two small OGRs are found within the project boundary, One is in Value Comparison 
Unit (VCU) 1170 and the other is in VCU 1180. An interagency review of these OGRs by 
biologists from the USFS, FWS, and the Alaska Department of Natural Resources revealed that 
the -mapped OGR in. VCU 1180 did not meet-Tcngass Land Management Plan (TLMP) design 
criteria (16 percent of the total acreage in the VCU and 50 percent of the OGR in productive old 
growth). This OGR was identified in TLMP as being 1,469 acres in size, The interagency group 
recommended that the boundary for the OGR in VCU 1 1 80 be adjusted to extend farther up me 
east side of Swanson Creek at the 800-foot contour. This recommended adjustment increased 
the acreage to 2,258 acres or 16.4 percent of the total acreage with 72 percent of the OQR m 
productive old growth. This adjustment brought the small OGR in VCU 1180 into compliance 
with Appendix 1 of Appendix N of TLMP. We agree that adoption of this modification to the 
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OGR will maintain the integrity of the old growth habitat reserve strategy. No modifications 
were recommended for the small OGR in VCU 1170 because of its current non-harvest status. 
We recommend that the adjustments discussed above for VCU 1180 be included in the Final 
HIS. 

Unit Number S49, located north of road 8553 and adjacent to a small OGR, is scheduled for 
clearcut harvest under Alternative 4- We believe that harvest of this unit may make the adjacent 
standing trees in the old growth reserve vulnerable to windthrow. We recommend that tins 
harvest unit be designated as a windthrow management unit to minimize the potential unraveling 
of the adjacent old growth reserve, and that the Final EIS be modified accordingly. 

Biological Diversity ' ' 

Alternative 2 proposes to build roads and harvest approximately 58 acres (6 percent) within the 
Chilkat-West Lynn Canal Inventoried Roadless Area (IRA). Roadless areas provide large, 
undisturbed landscapes that offer solitude, unique areas for recreation and subsistence, and 
sources of clean drinking water (Draft EIS page 3-6). This IRA supports migratory birds, 
mountain goats, black and brown bear, Sitka black-tailed deer, bald eagles, wolves, and moose. 
Streams in the IRA support runs of Dolly Varden char, steelhead and cutthroat trout (Draft EIS 
page 3-10). We believe that continuing to manage the IRA under current TLMP direction will 
best conserve biological diversity, protect the area against the spread of invasive species, provide 
opportunities for recreation and subsistence, and benefit FWS-managed trust species, including 
bald eagles and goshawks. Therefore, we recommend that timber harvest be excluded in this 
IRA in Alternative 2 in the Final EIS. 

Second Growth Management 

The proposed timber harvest methods for the Couverden project area are identified in the Draft 
EIS (Table S-l). Traditionally on the Tongass National Forest, the primary timber harvest 
method has been by clearcut. Clearcut loggings often results in the regeneration of even-aged, 
overstocked stands of timber. These second growth stands eventually shade out understory 
vegetation that is important to many species of wildlife, including Sitka black-tailed deer, 
ground- and shrub-nesting passerines, and small mammals. These stands are also poor at 
intercepting snow, making it difficult for wildlife to forage and seek shelter beneath the canopy. 
Elements that studies show to be important to a variety of wildlife include multi-storied 
canopies; diverse understory vegetation; adequate, but not excessive, downed woody material; 
and large, standing snags. To avoid converting large, contiguous areas of productive forest land 
with high wildlife values into second-growth stands of limited value to wildlife, we encourage 
the evaluation and adoption of a silvicultural system that retains important elements of wildlife 
and .fish habitat, especially in the timber units within important wildlife travel corridors (e g., 
HS5, HS7, HS8, H25, and H32). Alternative harvest systems, such as shelteiwood cuts, 
individual tree selections, or other methods are, we believe, better at maintaining wildlife travel 
corridor and other wildlife and fish habitat values than traditional clearcuts. W e recommend 
expanding the discussion in the Final EIS of relative wildlife impacts resulting from the different 
silvicultural systems that are being considered. 
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Clearcut logging typically removes all trees in a harvest area including those that will not be 
salvaged for timber or pulp products. Such trees provide little or no value to operators, but can 
provide substantial benefits to snag-dependent wildlife (e.g., woodpeckers, brown creepers, and 
nuthatches). We believe that mature trees with substantial rot, twist, or other timber “defects” 
should be left standing where possible, rather than cut and either left onsite or discarded later. 
This would allow continued use of harvested areas by some snag-dependent species. We 
recommend this be discussed in the Final EIS. 

Queen Charlotte Goshawk 

Base4 largely on implementation of the 1997 TLMP, FWS found that listing the Queen Charlotte 
goshawk under the Endangered Species Act was not warranted. The Draft EIS (page S-5) states 
that (he project area contains habitat important to goshawks. The Draft EIS (page 3*23) also 
states that old growth forests provide critical nesting, foraging, rearing, denning, and cover 
habitat for wildlife, including the Queen Charlotte goshawk. The Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive Species section of the Draft EIS (page 2-4) states that biological evaluations have been 
completed for all sensitive species potentially occupying the project area. Table 3-1 1, (Draft EIS 
page 3-33), indicates that goshawks were not observed in the project area. Goshawk surveys are 
requiredjn harvest units prior to sale of those_anits. Nesting pairs, however, do sometimes 
change nest locations from year to year, and nests may be built in units in subsequent years after 
surveys have been conducted. We recommend that the Final EIS include a requirement that 
goshawk nesting surveys be done annually in all units included in the selected Alternative until 
those' u nits a re h arvested. In a ddition, i n t he e vent w here goshawk n esting i s c onfirmed, w e 
recommend the units be modified so that the appropriate TLMP standards for preserving nesting 
habitat can be met, or the unit be deferred or dropped. We believe implementation of the TLMP 
standards will help maintain foraging habitat and nesting habitat for the goshawk. 

Fisheries 

The Draft EIS includes measures that would protect both the fishery resource and the public’s 
opportunity to utilize and enjoy the resource. We recommend that these measures be carried 
forward to the Final EIS. 

Future Coordination 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this document We look forward to continued 
dialog on this project, and request that FWS personnel be included in any meetings or fieldwork 
on any of the issues discussed above. If you hav e any questions, please contact Bruce Halstead, 
Field Supervisor, Juneau Fish and Wildlife FielcTOffice, at (907) 586-7240. 



Sincerely, 




Pamela Bergmann 

Regional Environmental Officer - Alaska 
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Response to Pamela Bergmann, USDI Office of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance 

USDI-1 : All action alternatives include enlarging the old-growth reserve in VCU 1 180 as 
recommended by the Interagency Committee. As recommended by the Interagency 
Committee, no modifications were made to the old-growth reserve in VCU 1 170 at this time. 

USDI-2: Unit S49 is included in Alternative 4. It is not designated a windthrow management 
unit to protect the adjacent old-growth reserve under this alternative as you recommend 
because there is no requirement under the Forest Plan to buffer old-growth reserves. 

However, none of the other alternatives include this unit, including the preferred alternative. 

USDI-3: Approximately 58 acres of roadless land as defined in the SEIS to the Forest Plan 
(including approximately 19 of which are in the mapped IRA) are recommended for harvest 
under Alternative 2. This represents a harvest of less than 0.003 percent of the IRA this 
decade. None of the other alternatives include harvest in the roadless area. The portion of 
the IRA considered for harvest under Alternative 2 is allocated to Timber Management under 
the Forest Plan. There is no regulation or policy that prohibits harvesting timber in this portion 
of the IRA (refer to the recent Roadless Rule decision and the SEIS to the Forest Plan). 

USDI-4: Units HS5 and HS7 are proposed for single tree and group selection harvest under 
all alternatives in which they are included. Unit HS8 is proposed for clearcut with reserves 
under Alternative 2 and single tree and group selection harvest under Alternative 5. Unit H32 
is proposed for single tree and group selection harvest under Alternative 5 and as clearcut with 
reserves under the other action alternatives. 

USDI-5: We agree that mature trees with substantial rot and other defects should be 
preserved for their wildlife habitat value wherever they can be safely left. All unit cards for 
units with a clearcut with reserves prescription contain this measure as mitigation. At least 10 
percent of the trees would be left in units proposed as clearcut with reserves. 

USDI-6: The Forest Plan does not require goshawk surveys in every year prior to harvest, nor 
is it required under the TPIT clarifications. Surveys to date have not detected any goshawks in 
the project area. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1 200 Sixth Avenus 
Seattle, Washington 381 oi 



May 12, 2004 



Reply To 

Atm Of: ECO-088 



Ref: 02-05 1-AFS 



Susan MarthaUer 
Acting District Ranger 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801-8041 



Dear Ms. MarthaUer: 
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The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Ccmverden Timber 
Sales draft Environmental Impact Statement (FIS) [CEQ No. 040063) in accordance with our 
responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and. Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. Section 309, independent of NEPA, specifically directs EPA to review and 
— m^nT in writing on the environmental impacts associated with all major federal actions and 
the document’s adequacy in meeting NEPA requirements. 



£RA-i 



The draft EIS examines five alternative proposals to harvest between 6 and 27 Million 
Board Feet (MMBF) of timber on between 172 and 978 acres within the project area of 45,500 
acres on Chilton Peninsula, just east of Icy Strait from Chichagof Island, about 30 air miles west 
of Juneau, Alaska. The preferred alternative. Alternative 3, proposes to harvest 20 MMBF of 
timber from 764 acres and extract harvested togs using existing roads, 3.4 miles of new. roads, 

1,8 miles of temporary roads, transporting them to an existing Log Transfer facility on the west 
side of Chilkat Peninsula in toy Strait. 

We have rated the EIS, EC-2 (Environmental Concerns- Insufficient Infonuation). We i 

are concerned about almost 30 miles of existing roads which would remain open after timber 
harvest, despite evidence presented in the EIS that they axe present sources of sediment delivery 
to surface waters in the project area, impacting water quality. Our second concern is with the 
selection of Alternative 3 as the preferred alternative. We prefer the selection of Alternative 5, ' l 

which does not propose new roads, avoids clearcutting, and reduces effects to aquatic resources. 

If Alternative 3 is selected, we encourage the Forest Service to consider decreasing the proposed 

clearcuts and increasing selection harvest. 

This rating and a summary of our comments will be published in the Federal Register . A 
copy of the rating system used in conducting our review is enclosed for your reference. 
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We wish to apologize for being so late in our response to the draft EIS. We realize that 
our tardiness may have mark preparation of the Final EIS more difficult, and we regret any 
inconvenience this might have caused the Forest Service. Thank you for the opportunity to . 
review this draft EES. If you would like to discuss this letter, please contact Jonathan Freedman 
at (206) 553-0266. 



Sincerely, 







fudith Leckrone oee, Manager 
eographic Implementation Unit 



Enclosures 

cc: Kevin Hanley, ADEC 

Chris Meade, EPA AOO Juneau 
Dave Powers, EPA Forest Team Leader 
Marcia Combs, EPA AOO Anchorage 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Detailed Comments on. the 
Couverden Timber Sale Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 



Alternatives 

While the preferred Alternative, Alternative 3, avoids impacts to inventoried roadless ~~1 

areas and reduces impacts in general by minimizing harvest volume. Alternative 5 appears to be 3 

the environmentally preferred option. It calls for the exclusive use of selective harvest in place 
of the extensive clearcutting of alternative 3. Selective harvest would provide improved 
vegetative structural diversity as harvest areas recover and decreased sediment delivery from 
harvest units to streams. Importantly, unlike alternative 3, it utilizes the existing road system. In 
avoiding the construction of new roads, it further minimizes sediment-related water quality 
impacts. We would prefer the selection of Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative. . — 

Forest Roads and Water Quality Impacts 

Forest roads are significant contributors to the degradation of the ecosystem. They 
negatively affect surface hydrology, water quality and aquatic habitat by delivering sediment to 
c tTf-amc, fragmenting wildlife habitat, causing increase predation on terrestrial ma mm a l s, and 
reducing biodiversity. 

The ELS identified a number of present project locations along roads where landslides and 
deterioration of stream crossing structures have occurred and presently need repair, such as those 
identified on Forest Roads 8553 and 8555. EPA, therefore, has particular concerns about the 
potential for these roads to continue to impact surface water quality in the project area. The EIS £PA . i\ 
notes that there are unfunded critical maintenance needs on project area roads (page 3-187). 

While Forest Service does not any plans for future timber harvest in the project area, 6.9 miles of 
new roads would be constructed for the proposed t imb er harvest, and of the present total of 35.7 
rmi/« of roads open in the project area, 29.5 miles of roads would remain open. Without on- 
going monitoring and active maintenance, continued sedimentation to streams can be expected. 

Given the isolation of the Couverden project area, the lack of reasonably foreseeable 
future timber harvest, the presently repotted maintenance needs, and the overall road 
mainten ance difficulties in the Tongass National Forest, we strongly recommend that the 
preferred alternative should call for closure of the project area road system, or at a minimum, 
closure of the areas on the existing road network where problems that pose risks to water quality j 
currently exist. — i 
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Wetlands and Aquatic Resources 

The Wetland Section of the EES notes that wetlands in the project area are predicted to be 
almost 28% of the project area, or about 13,700 acres. Estimates for wetland impacts under 
Alternative 3 are 77 acres, with most being classified as Palustrine Forested Wetlands (PFO). 

Total wetland impacts under Alternative 5 would be considerably less (44 acres) than under the BA 
alternative. The source for tins estimate is the National Wetland Inventory (NWI) 

Maps, which can often underestimate wetland acreage. The EIS should disclose this possibility, 
and consider Asrimating a range of wetland acreage based on your past experience comparing 
NWI data with ground-truthed wetland mapping in the Juneau Ranger district 

The wetland section-shquld clarifywhether any identified high value wetlands, such as j 

emergent bogs and fens, would be directly or indirectly impacted if the proposed action were 
implemented, either temporarily by timber harvest or over the long term by road construction. . j 

We also recommend that the ESS display known wetlands areas in relation to harvest units and 
proposed new roads, or at a minimum, display those that meet the definition of high value J 

wetlands (this could be dope in the harvest unit cards in Appendix B). j 



Wildlife Habitat Fragmentation 

Some harvest units, such as HS5, HS7, HS8, H25, H 32 and possibly H9. H15, and H18, j 

appear to have greater potential for fragmenting wildlife habitat, than other harvest units, given £?$-(, 

their location in proximity to previous harvest units and existing or proposed roads. The EIS 
should discuss what specific locations within the project area are at the greatest risk for habitat 
fragmentation and increased predation. 
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Response to Judith Leckrone Lee, Environmental Protection Agency 

EPA-1: The Environmental Protection Agency’s responsibilities under NEPA and the Clean 
Water Act are noted. 

EPA-2: The DEIS (pages 122-124) states that while most slides associated with past 
management likely contributed sediment in the past, and may continue to contribute some 
sediment to streams, these have had little effect on water quality. Also, most roads in the 
Swanson and Homeshore watersheds have been closed, and the FEIS recommends closing 
an additional road segment in the Homeshore watershed. The FEIS also notes that there are 
no developed water uses, designated campgrounds, or Forest Service recreational cabins in 
the project area. 

EPA-3: Your preference for Alternative 5 because it minimizes harvest volume and avoids 
road building and clearcutting is noted. Alternative 5 responds well to Issue 1: avoiding road 
construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action alternatives except 
Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to clearcutting, and to 
Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond well to Issue 4: 
timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of the action 
alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the second 
highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need for the 
project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the annual 
market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. While it 
would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it would 
contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action alternatives. 
Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the Purpose and Need 
section of Chapter 1 . 

EPA-4: The Forest standards and guidelines and approved best management practices 
mitigate adverse impacts to water quality and wildlife. Also, as stated in the FEIS, the Forest 
intends to repair road problems using separate funds. Any roads built for this project would be 
closed after harvest, as would an additional 0.8 mile of the Homeshore Road. 

EPA-5: Wetlands mapped in the field are shown on unit card maps, such as the wetland 
shown on page B-128 or, more generally, noted on the unit card (page B-167). No effort was 
made to map all forested wetlands. Timber harvest and road construction near high-value 
wetlands (such as emergent bogs and fens) was avoided. The DEIS notes on page 3-14 that 
harvest would occur on less than 1 percent of wetlands in the project area. 

EPA-6: Units that appear to have a greater potential for fragmentation, based on their 
proximity to roads and previous harvest, including units HS5, HS7, HS8, H25, and H32, are 
discussed in the direct and indirect effects on wildlife corridors and habitat connectivity section 
of the EIS. 
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MEMORANDUM State of Alaska 

Department of Environmental Conservation 



to: loe Donohue 

Project Review Coordinator 


DATE: 


March 10, 2004 


DNR - OPMP 


FILE NO: 


AK0402-10J 


THRU: 


TELEPHONE NO: 


465-5364 




SUBJECT : 


Couverden Timber Sale 


from: Kevin J. Hanley 

Environmental Specialist 
Division of Water 




DEIS 



The Department of Environmental Conservation has reviewed the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the U.S. Forest Service’s proposed Couverden Timber Sale on 
the Chilkat Peninsula. Specifically, this project proposes to harvest between 6.4 and 27.4 
MMBF of timber from approximately 172 to 978 acres, and to construct up to 4.3 miles of 
new classified road and 3.5 mile of temporary road, depending on alternative. Associated 
with this project is the use of an existing log transfer facility where logs would be loaded 
directly onto barges under all of the action alternatives. 

The DEIS identified Alternative 3 as the Forest Service’s preferred alternative for this 
project. This alternative proposes to harvest approximately 20 MMBF of timber from an 
estimated 764 acres, and would involve the construction of 3.4 miles of new classified road 
and 1.8 miles of temporary road. All new roads constructed for this project would be 
closed and placed in storage upon completion of harvest activities. We offer the following 
comments pursuant to 6 A AC 50 of the Alaska Coastal Management Program (A CMP) and 
Section 319 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). These comments collectively address ACMP, 
CWA Section 319, and NEPA concerns, with ACMP standards cited, where applicable. 

Pursuant to 6 AAC 50 of the Alaska Coastal Management Program and 1 1 AAC 95 (the 
Forest Practices Regulations), the department concurs with the Forest Service’s consistency 
determination for this project. Our concurrence applies only to the water quality aspects of 
this sale. We are able to find this project consistent based, in large part, on the level of 
information that was provided concerning road construction, maintenance, and closure, and 
the fact that no slopes greater than 72 percent would be harvested under any alternative. In 
addition, the proposed full implementation of the TLMP process group standards and 
guidelines (RIP2.III,E) along all Class I, n, and HI streams within the project area provides 
reasonable assurance that yarding will be carried out consistent with the standards of 11 
AAC 95.360(a). However, we do have several concerns and comments related to other 
aspects of the DEIS including: 1.) the amount of the existing road system that will remain 
open after completion of this timber sale, and 2.) the selection of a final alternative for the 
Record of Decision. These are discussed as follows: 
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1- The Amount of Roads to Remain Open Following Completion of this Timber Sale 

According to the DEIS (page 3-141), “Currently, there are no additional timber sales 
scheduled in the project area or adjacent areas. The only actions expected to occur would 
be precommercial thinning of past harvest areas ( primarily in the Homeshore Creek 
watershed ), road maintenance, and recreational activity. ” However, although the DEIS 
indicates that all new classified and temporary roads constructed for this timber sale will be 
closed upon completion of harvest activities, it also indicates (on page 3-189) that 29.5 
miles of existing roads will remain open for public use. If there are no more timber sales 
planned in the foreseeable future, then what is the need for this amount of open roads? 
This is especially questionable since the DEIS (page 3-186) indicates that approximately 
$18,400 of critical maintenance and $189,000 of non-critical maintenance needs currently 
exist in the project area. Most notable are those that exist on the 8553 and 8555 Roads 
where, according to the DfelS (page 3-187), “Improperly placed fill or road placement 
appears to have contributed to one landslide on Road 8553 at Milepost 2.4 and one 
landslide on Road 8555 at Milepost 1.9. Roads have been impacted by landslides at two 
other places ( Road 8553 at Milepost 8.3 and Road 8555 at Milepost 3.9). ” In addition, six 
stream crossing structures located on Road 8553 may impede fish passage. Without on- 
going monitoring and active maintenance, similar problems may occur in the future on 
these and other parts of the road system. 

Given the isolated nature of the Couverden project area, it is unrealistic to expect that the 
29.5 miles of roads will be effectively monitored and maintained over the long-term. This 
is especially true given the high costs of mobilizing equipment for the maintenance of roads 
in such a remote location, and the fact that the total amount of roads on the Tongass far 
exceeds the annual funding available to maintain them. The deficit nature of this timber 
sale under all action alternatives means that it won’t generate additional funds to pay for the 
critical and non-critical maintenance needs that currently exist in the project area. Rather 
than relying on the improbability of securing adequate maintenance funds in the future, the 
entire road system should be closed and placed in storage as part of the contract package(s) 
for this timber sale. This would be most efficient, as the necessary equipment would 
already be on-site. At the very least. Roads 8553 and 8555 should be effectively closed 
consistent with the standards of 11 AAC 95.320, as they currently exhibit problems that 
pose risks to water quality and fish habitat. 

2. Recommendation for a Selected Alternative 

Although all of the action alternatives appear to be consistent with the water quality-related 
components of the Forest Practices Act and Regulations, Alternative 5 clearly is the most 
environmentally preferred. Although it harvests more acres than Alternative 6, it avoids 
clearcutting altogether and utilizes selective harvest prescriptions (diameter limit and group 
selection). Such prescriptions would more effectively ensure that slope stability will be 
maintained, and would also provide a greater degree of structural diversity than would the 
large amount of clearcutting that is proposed under the other action alternatives. In 
addition, Alternative 5 utilizes the existing road system and does not construct any new 
roads. Other positive aspects of this alternative include the fact that it would provide the 
greatest opportunity for small sales to local operators (seeks to make 100 MBF to 500 MBF 
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of timber available to local operators each year for ten years), and it is the second least 
deficit (-$1,035,840) of all the action alternatives (Alternative 6 is the least deficit at 
-$254,720). Consequently, we highly recommend that it be selected as the final alternative 
for the Record of Decision for this project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

cc: Chris Foley, ADEC 

Moira Ingle, DNR/OHMP 
A1 Ott, DNR/OHMP 
Richard Enriquez, USFWS 
Chris Meade, USEPA 
Dave Carr, USFS 
Susan Marthaller, USFS 
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Response to Kevin J. Hanley, State of Alaska, Department of 
Environmental Conservation 

ADEC-1 : We are pleased that the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation concurs 
that the project is consistent with the Alaska Coastal Management Program for water quality 
aspects of the sale. 

ADEC-2: Nearly all of road 8555 and almost a mile of road 8550 is recommended for closure. 
The remainder of the existing road system is expected to remain open. It is used for 
recreation and administration. As stated in the DEIS, the Forest Service plans to pay for 
maintenance costs using funds appropriated by Congress for road maintenance. 

ADEC-3: Your comments supporting Alternative 5 are noted. 
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I have interest in a cabin on Homeshore and do not want any more logging 
to take place on Couverden. Susan Andrews 
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Response to Susan Andrews 

SA-1 : Any timber harvest would occur in areas allocated for timber harvest under the Forest 
Plan, refer to Chapter 1 of the FEIS for a description of these areas. Refer to Appendix A for a 
discussion of why timber harvest is being planned in the Couverden area at this time. 
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Fax : 907-789-9354 
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Bruce H. Baker 

P.O. Box 211384 Auke Bay, AK 99821-1384 Phone: ('9071 789-9354 

March 29. 2004 



Forrest Cole, Forest Supervisor 
Couverden Timber Sales Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801 

FAX: (907) 586-8808 

/ • 

Subject: DSEIS for CouverdenlTimber Sales 
Dear Mr. Cole - 



I urge you to adopt the Citizen’sjAltemative for the Pt. Couverden timber sales that you have 



proposed. My substantive reasons include the following: 



943-1 



-J 



1. Your proposed action would result in a strong Jjjajs .toward! forest liquidation at the expense of ' , 

other wildland and wildlife values. ®" e ~ 

2. Your proposed action represents a financial loss to American taxpayers. 

Sincerely, 



bhs-3 
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Response to Bruce H. Baker 

BHB-1: Your support for the “Citizen’s Alternative” is noted. Alternative 5 responds well to 
Issue 1: avoiding road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action 
alternatives except Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to 
clearcutting, and to Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond 
well to Issue 4: timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of 
the action alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the 
second highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the 
annual market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. 
While it would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it 
would contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action 
alternatives. Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the 
Purpose and Need section of Chapter 1. 

BHB-2: None of the alternatives would result in “forest liquidation.” Past and proposed 
harvests are below the harvest level that is sustainable for the suitable land in the project area. 
The Timber Resource Report includes an analysis of even-flow, long-term sustained yield for 
the project area. It includes previous and proposed harvest. The analysis concludes that a 
sustainable harvest of 9 percent of the suitable volume per decade is sustainable. The base 
year was 1979; the year the first harvest occurred. Approximately 342 MMBF existed prior to 
harvest on land currently considered suitable. Approximately 46.2 MMBF has been harvested 
from these suitable areas. This is less than 9 percent per decade. Alternative 2 has the 
highest proposed harvest volume, 27.4 MMBF. This is less than 9 percent. The analysis 
assumes a 100-year rotation for the Timber Management LUD and a 170-year rotation for the 
Scenic Viewshed LUD. This analysis did not include thinning volume that may be harvested 
from second growth stands in the future. This information has been added to the FEIS. 

BHB-3: A timber sale would only be sold if timber values were to rise to the point that the sale 
would be economical, as noted in the EIS. 
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The Local Alt ernative for T imber Management at Couverden 

March 20, 2004 

INTRODUCTION 

When the Forest Service began planning for a new round of timber sales in 2002, 
several Gustavus residents assembled the following proposal with the help of the 
Juneau Ranger District staff. An incomplete sketch of this proposal was included 
by the Forest Service as Alternative 5 in their Draft Impact Statement issued in 
December, 2003. 

The basic premise of this alternative is that Couverden is the last chance to get 
timber management right on public lands in the Icy Strait region. A look at the 
map shows that only the eastern end of the region is open for logging. Of that, the 
Forest Service and Native corporations have scalped NE Chichagof. Gustavus 
timber is too young to be vefy valuable, and is mostly privately owned in small 
parcels. Couverden is the remaining large block of old-growth timber. The Forest 
Service is off to a bad start here also, allowing two poorly conceived sales that have 
taken a big bite out of the timber base. However, there is a lot of timber left, and a 
useful road system, yard and transfer facility is in place. The main thing now is to 
see that in the present round of planning, the Forest Service doesn’t continue to 
clearcut away our future options and sell them for a song to exporters. 

The local alternative is an attempt to make ecological and economic sense of timber 
management at Couverden that factors in the needs and opportunities for our 
region. 

OBJECTIVES 

These are the beginning assumptions we used to put the alternative together: 

• Harvest sustainably, in perpetuity 

• Build no new roads outside the presently roaded area 

• Design sales to maximize their utility to local timber operators 

• Use a rotation length that regenerates high quality timber 

• Protect key wildlife habitat 

• Use harvest methods that mimic nature 

• Protect aesthetic qualities 

• Have a special management program for yellow cedar 

PLAN DETAILS 

Available Timber 

We began by getting data on timber volumes and acreages in the roaded area, as 
defined on Forest Service planning maps. This took some work and extrapolations, 
as they only had firm data for the pool of possible cutting units, which make up only 
about 15% of the total roaded area. The method for working out the extrapolations 
is given in Appendix I. We concluded: 

1 ) after removing acreage from the timber base for inoperability, key fish & 
wildlife habitat, and previous clearcutting, about 40% of the total roaded 
area should still be available for harvest; 
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2) being very conservative, at least 1 00 million board feet (MMBF) of timber 
remained avail^jle an this, acreage. 

Rotation Length 

After looking at a lot of stumps and live trees at Couverden, it is clear that it takes 
at least 200 years to grow a high quality tree there. That is also the minimum time it 
takes to restore a logged area to full value wildlife habitat. So we took this as our 
suggested MINIMUM rotation length. 

Allowable Cut 

Dividing 100 MMBF by 200 gives us an annual maximum allowable cut of 
0.5MMBF. After talking to local timber operators, it is clear that this is also about 
the maximum they can handle, even if they join forces to do it. 

Sale Configuration 

The Forest Service would prefer to sell the timber off in big chunks, which has three 
problems for locals: sales are too big for local mills; they don’t provide an even flow 
of timber; and there is no guarantee of sustainability .A key part of our plan is to 
offer sales that provide an even flow of timber at the maximum rate of 
0.5MMBF/year, which according to our calculations can be done in perpetuity. aaca 

Harvest Method 
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The goals is to mimic natural forest conditions. Gustavus has a long history of 
opposing clearcutting, because we know it to be ecologically damaging and 
aesthetically unacceptable. Our alternative envisions only selection cutting and 
small cut patches staying smaller than four acres. Individual good trees can be 
harvested, but in general we want to avoid high-grading so that a supply of the best 
trees is always available to sawyers and wildlife. 

Cedar Management 



This beautiful and valuable tree is scarce in the region, and has been mercilessly 
scalped off of NE Chichagof, where it is most common. Less that 1% of Couverden 
timber is cedar. Our plan envisions very careful harvest and efforts to encourage 
establishment of new individuals to replace the ones cut. 
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Appendix I TIMBER CALCULATIONS 

We want to design an alternative that allows a small annual cut that can be sustained in perpetuity 
on timber that can be accessed from the existing permanent road system with a minimum of 
temporary reading. So the first thing we need to know is, what is the timber base within the area 
accessible from that road system. 

If we take as a first approximation of this roaded area* the USFS depiction of it as shown on their 
recent maps, and use figures provided by the JRD’s McCoy on 9/5/02, we can do a first 
approximation of the timber base, as follows. 

The USFS figures show that the aggregate area of their initially proposed cutting unit pool is 
1718 acres. I suggest that we delete the portion of cutting unit HS 2 along Homeshore Creek in 
the roaded area because of its high habitat value (96 acres). This further reduces the area in the 
cutting unit pool to 1718 — 96 *= 1622 acres. 

To estimate the timber base in this unit pool, we have to do a little math. The FS gives the 
amount of timber in the unit pool as 50.8 million board feet (MMBF). Multiplying this number 
by the ratio of the original unit pool acreage to the reduced one (1622/1718) gives us a figure of 
48 MMBF. 

The next step is to make an estimate of the timber base in the portion of the roaded area we think 
could be logged over time. To do this, we have to make some estimates and assumptions. By 
visual inspection of the FS maps, I estimate that 30% of the roaded area was logged in previous 
sales. This is obviously not available for harvest in this rotation, and should be removed from the 
calculation. I also estimate visually that an additional 15% of the roaded area does not have 
commercial quality timber on it &/or is too steep to be operable, and should be removed also. 
Finally, I suggest we remove another 15% for old growth, riparian &/or habitat retention. Thus in 
aggregate, we’ve removed 60% of the total roaded area from further consideration, leaving 40% 
that will be managed for timber production. 

I further estimate by visual inspection of the maps that the cutting unit pool proposed for this sale 
makes up about 15% of the roaded area, which works out to 38% of the remaining 40% 
containing timber we agree to cut. To obtain a crude approximation of how much timber is 
available on the 40%, we would divide the figure of 48 MMBF by .38, which gives us 
approximately 126 MMBF**. Since this is a very crude estimate based on several uncertainties, 
lets be conservative and reduce it to 100 MMBF. 

With this estimate in hand we are now in a position to calculate how large a cut is sustainable 
over, say, a 200 year rotation. 100 MMBF / 200 yr = .5 MMBF/yr allowable average annual 
harvest***. 

Notes : 

• *- This area is a generalization and includes more acreage than what is strictly roaded. 

• ** - Making the further assumption that the unit pool is representative of the larger area. 

• *** - For subsequent rotations, the 30% of the roaded area removed from the first rotation calculation 
will be back in the equation. This addition will have the effect of further hedging our bets as we 
approach the end of die first 200 year rotation. 
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Response to Paul Barns 

PB-1 : Your contribution in developing Alternative 5 and your support for that alternative is 
noted. 

PB-2: We feel that Alternative 5 is a reasonable approximation of the community proposal. 
Though Alternative 5 is more flexible in that it allows for higher, but still small, sale offerings in 
some years, it still meets the needs of all local communities. Please note that the DEIS erred 
in stating the proposed volume for Alternative 5. It proposes a total sale volume of 100 to 500 
MBF per year but then assumes a total volume over the decade of 8 MMBF of timber. This 
should have been 1 to 5 MMBF, not 8. This has been corrected in the FEIS, along with all 
numbers derived from using this figure. 

The following eight objectives of the community proposal listed in your comment letter are 
discussed below: 

1. Harvest sustainably : All proposed alternatives, including Alternative 5, are sustainable. 
Alternative 5 proposes to harvest 1 to 5 MMBF in the coming decade. The Forest cannot 
commit to a sale program that extends beyond that period because, under current law, a 
new Forest Plan will be developed every 10 to 15 years. The current Plan was approved in 
1997. We have no way of knowing the standards and guidelines or land allocations that 
may exist in the future. 

2. Build no new roads outside the presently roaded area : Alternative 5 would not build any 
new roads. 

3. Design sales to maximize their utility to local timber operators : Sales from 100 to 500 MBF 
per year would be designed and offered under this Alternative 5. Sales of this size would 
be reasonable for local operators. Please bear in mind that Gustavus is not the only local 
community that is interested. Local operators in Hoonah, which is 13 miles to the south, 
are also interested. 

4. Use a rotation length that regenerates high quality timber : Alternative 5 only includes 
selective logging. Rotation age is not applicable under an uneven aged system. Rotation 
age refers to the age of the stand at final harvest (regeneration harvest). There would not 
be a regeneration harvest under an uneven aged system. 

5. Protect key wildlife habitat : Alternative 5 protects key habitat, as do the other action 
alternatives. 

6. Use harvest methods that mimic nature : Alternative 5 proposes selective harvest. To the 
extent that any harvest can mimic nature, it is likely that selective harvest would. However, 
no harvest system truly mimics natural events in Southeast Alaska because trees are 
removed from the site, which seldom happens in nature. 

7. Protect aesthetic qualities : Alternative 5 protects aesthetics. It proposes to harvest small, 
selectively cut units. 

8. Have a special management program for yellow cedar : Alternative 5, as all other 
alternatives, would not cut any cedar. None were located in any unit during stand exams, 
and a mitigation measure is included in all alternatives that would protect cedar trees if any 
are found. 
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I would like to comment on the Point Couverden Timber Sale. The same 
persisting question must be asked again and again. Why is the Forest 
Service spending millions of our hard-earned taxpayer dollars on expensive 
roads that benefit very few and create ecological damage? The fact that 
government subsidies are going into pockets of large construction 
companies at taxpayer expense, and damaging our National Forests at the 
expense of multiple use management is plain wrong. Such wasteful 
government spending should be stopped and the, timber industry log from the 
^^isting road system. I support a no-action alternative for the Point 
Couverden Timber Sale. 

Negative economic impacts due to heavy road subsidies are not the only 
reason to take a no action alternative. Twenty million board feet of 
timber are to be clearcut in an already impacted area. Not only is this 
discouraging to our visitor industry by the visual scarring of hundreds 
more acres of forest land, but it is one of many timber sales that will 
negatively impact the Juneau area. The short-term gain for the benefit of 
a large timber company lasts hundreds of years. An impact never measured 
is the emotional impact upon visitor and resident. Not only is wildlife 
being displaced and heavily impacted for many years, but it is disturbing 
to have to look at if you are a pilot, fisherman, local resident or 
recreationalist . 

If the Forest Service has an interest in not bleeding the National 
Treasury and providing for the people in local communities,- then it should 
invest in making smaller timber sales available to and approachable by the 
small timber operators. Small timber operators live in our Southeast 
communities and provide lumber products for local use. The jobs stay here 
and is a stable boon to the economy. But, when the FS makes it impossible 
for these operators to exist in the Tongass due to huge timber sales that 
only large industry can bid on, then it's not surprising that the people 
who take the time to comment are opposed to the way it does business. I 
urge that the Forest Service take these comments into serious 
consideration and adopt a no-action alternative. 

Sincerely, 

Anissa Berry 
PO Box 8118 

Port Alexander, AK 99836 
907-568-221D 
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Response to Anissa Berry 

AB-1 : The reasons for this project are discussed in Chapter 2 and in Appendix A. 

AB-2: Your comment suggesting that 20 MMBF of timber will be clearcut is not correct. The 
preferred alternative does not propose clearcutting 20 MMBF of timber. A clearcut with 
reserve prescription is proposed for approximately 561 acres (at least 10 percent of the trees 
would be left) and 203 acres would be selectively logged. Other alternatives propose other 
mixes of acres and harvest prescriptions. 

AB-3: The emotional impact on residents and visitors varies. Some commentors supported 
the project and others did not. 

AB-4: The analysis shows that impacts to wildlife will not be heavy. A relatively small portion 
of the project area would be affected by the proposals. The alternatives would have little or no 
effect on the 198,000-plus-acre IRA in and north of the project area. All alternatives meet the 
visual requirements for the area. Refer to the photos showing views from key viewing areas 
under the proposed alternatives in the Scenery section. 

AB-5: Alternatives 5 and 6 propose small timber sales as you request. Alternative 5 is based 
on a proposal from local residents that would provide between 100 and 500 MBF per year for 
10 years and includes no road building. Alternative 6 proposes a sale of approximately 6 
MMBF. 

AB-6: Your support of Alternative 1 is noted. Alternative 1 would not meet the Purpose and 
Need for the project, as stated in Chapter 1 of the EIS. Alternative 1 would not manage the 
timber resource on suitable timber lands for production of saw timber and other wood 
products, it would not contribute to meeting the annual market demand for Tongass National 
Forest timber (including the needs of the local community), provide opportunities for resource 
uses that contribute to the local and regional economies, or support a wide range or natural- 
resource employment opportunities within Southeast Alaska. 
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Paul Berry 
PO Box 143 

Gustavus, Alaska 99826 
pnberry@gustavus . ak.us 

March 24th, 2004 



Couverden Timber Sales Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801-8041 

comments-alaska-tongass- juneauSf s . fed. us 



Dear Forest Service: 

s 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Couverden timber sale DEIS. 

I am familiar with the last Couverden timber sale, 1984-85 , and I wonder how many 
people working on this plan were a part of that plan? 

From what I understand the current market for Tongass' timber is virtually non- 
existent, far worse than during the last sale. Even in your own DEIS (p.2-12) 
you admit, "none of the proposed alternatives are economically viable under 
current market conditions." To make this sale even remotely attractive to a 
bidder, the Forest Service will likely sell at base rates and offer an round log 
export permit, guaranteeing the continued loss of millions of taxpayer's money 
with little, if any, benefit to the local economy. Therefore, I cannot support 
alternative 3, it is a travesty. 

I support Alternative 5 in the DEIS, the one modeled after a plan worked up by 
Gustavus residents, although the Gustavus plan suggested harvesting in 
perpetuity. The Forest Service alternative omits this concept. I urge the 
Forest Service to revise alternative 5 to -include the "in perpetuity" concept 
and accept it as your preferred alternative. I find it grimly ironic that the 
Forest Service, charged with the stewardship of our nations National Forests, 
can't plan, think or propose beyond 5 years. What a travesty of your stewardship 
mission. Alternative 5 would allow small scale timber operators, who live and 
work in this area, the opportunity to bid on the timber sales. Here is your 
chance to take a bold step and help support our local economy and show the 
nation a sustainable logging proposal . I urge you to think about it . 

It has also come to my attention that, under a new Forest Service policy, the 
Forest Service will no longer hold hearings in regards to any action occurring 
in Alaska (except for subsistence hearings required by law under ANILCA) . I 
strongly oppose this change in policy. The Tongass is public land and I have a 
right to testify on lands that are important to me and my community. I oppose' 
substitution of the open house concept and ask that the Forest Service return to 
holding hearings in effected communities. Please work with us rather than around 
us. The forests are our future please manage them more carefully. 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Berry 
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Response to Paul Berry 

PB-1 : Generally, the people that have been involved in planning this project and in analyzing 
the effects of the proposed alternatives have not been involved in planning the past harvests in 
the Couverden area. 

PB-2: You are correct that the DEIS discloses that none of the alternatives is economical 
under current market conditions. If timber prices increase by approximately $20 / CCF 
($40/MBF), Alternative 6 would be economical. An increase of approximately $46/CCF would 
make Alternative 3 economical. Refer to Table 3-27 in the DEIS. 

PB-3: The Forest cannot include harvesting a given volume per year “in perpetuity.” This 
proposal seeks to meet direction in the current Forest Plan, which includes harvesting timber 
from a portion of the project area (the Timber Management and Scenic Viewshed LUDs, refer 
to Figure 1-2). The current Forest Plan will be revised in the future. We have no way of 
knowing if the Couverden area will include LUDs that permit timber harvest or what standards 
and guidelines may apply during the next planning period, much less over the next 100 years. 
These standards and guidelines have changed significantly over the past 20 years and may 
continue to change as new scientific information is gained. 

PB-4: Your comment that the Forest has changed its public involvement process for timber 
sale EISs is not correct. Holding formal hearings has not been a requirement. Public 
meetings can follow, and have followed, various formats. For example, informal information 
workshops were held for the Madan and Skipping Cow EISs several years ago to allow 
members of the public to ask specific questions and gather general information about the 
projects. As noted, formal hearings were held in Hoonah and Gustavus for subsistence. 
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Couverden Timber Sale Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass Naional Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801-8041 



Dear Sir or Madam: 



I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed timber sales in 
the Pt. Couverden area. I live in Gustavus and have visited the project 
area on several occasions, and of course I view it from the air every 
time I fly in and out of Gustavus. 

Thank you for including Alternative 5 in the draft, as well as for 
setting aside old growth reserves in all alternatives, for including 
alternative harvest methods/ and for excluding the bear habitat area 
along "Homeshore Creek” from cutting in this planning period. I also 
appreciated the informational meeting held in Gustavus. 

My first choice is Alternative 1 (no action) because it makes the most 
sense from both fiscal and environmental perspectives. As many have 
noted, the amount of taxpayer subsidy needed to log this area is not 
justified by the few jobs created; it would be cheaper to simply write 
checks to those who would otherwise be employed in the timber industry. 
Better yet, pay them to restore trails, streams, and road crossings. 
Subsidized logging makes even less sense considering that it detracts 
from industries that are self supporting — the "mangy" look of Pt . 
Couverden detracts from the pristine wilderness that tourists travel to 
see and often has negative effects on salmon rearing streams so 
important to the fishing industry. Finally, roads and clearcuts diminish 
wildlife habitat. 

I understand that most of these arguments -fall outside the scope of this 
EIS as the Forest Plan has already established a harvest level based on 
a timber base that includes this project area. However, I also 
understand that there is no specific target for harvest in this area and 
that all alternatives are viable, so I hope you will choose Alternative 
1 for the sake of the budget deficit and common sense. 



I am not opposed to all logging and X prefer the no action alternative 
only because of the economics of logging in the project area. Subsdies 
aside, I support Alternative 5 (the "Gustavus Alternative") because it 
seems to do the best job of meeting the Forest Service's own four goals 
as set forth on page S-2 . Specifically, 

The other alternatives do not meet the “even flow" objective. The 
preferred alternative, for example, proposes 20-mmbf over the next 
decade. As far as I can tell, an average cut of 2 mmbf/year in this 
project area is at least double what is sustainable on a long-term, 
even-flow basis given the 100-130 year rotation mentioned at the public 
hearing and the 50.8 mmbf "available for harvest at this time" (S-3). 
Alternative 5 was developed specifically with a constant, perpetual 
timber supply in mind. It appears that choosing the harvest level in the 
preferred alternative must result in a reduced harvest at some time in 
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the future. While the planning period is only the next 10 years, I 
assume the goal of "long-term sustained even-flow harvest" goes beyond 
the planning period. Because this project area is by far the most 
convenient timber supply for Gustavus I would like to see a discussion 
of the effects of the various alternatives on the long-term, even-flow 
supply to small local operators. 

The second goal mentioned is to provide a timber supply to meet the 
market demand. Based on local discussions such as those at the meeting 
in Gustavus, it appears that Alternative 5 would do an excellent job of 
meeting local demand both during this planning period and (unlike other 
alternatives) into the distant future. 

Alternative 5 also excels in providing resource and employment 
opportunities. Its selection and patch cutting are compatible with 
tourism as they would detract from the scenery much less than the 
clearcuts specified in other alternatives. Mountain biking or hiking on 
the road system would be much more attractive if there were not 
clearcuts in that area, leading to increased eco-tourism. 

Besides best meeting the stated Forest Service goals. Alternative 5 does 
it in a manner that does not impinge on roadless areas, allows some of 
the production timber areas ■ to approach old-growth status by using a 
long rotation, preserves yellow cedar, and maximizes wildlife habitat. 
This seems to be missing altogether from the discussion. I also question 
some of the other representations about Alternative 5; on page 2-9 the 
DEIS states that Alt. 5 offers 100 to 500 thousand board feet for sale 
annually. 100 thousand board feet probably would not meet annual demand 
but table 2-4 shows 8 million board feet. Over the 10 years of the 
project, this looks to me like an average of 800 thousand board feet per 
year -- enough for small local operators. 



OTHER COMMENTS 

I found it hard to determine from information presented in the EIS what 
the "even flow, long-term sustained yield" for this area might be 
because I could not find what the available timber volume is, nor could 
I find a discussion about the rotation period. Page S-3 states that as 
much as 50.8 mmbf could be available for harvest at this time, but what 
is the total available for harvest over the entire rotation period? 

I also think selection and patch harvest methods are misrepresented as 
being less economical than they are. At the public meeting we were told 
about the pre-commercial thinning that is being done in old clearcut 
areas at significant cost to the taxpayer. As far as I can tell, these 
costs are not included in the estimated clearcut harvest costs. Because 
thinning is not necessary in areas logged selectively, comparing only 
harvest cost is misleading. I would like to see a discussion comparing 
the total costs of forest management using the various harvest methods. 
Better yet, I would like to see an adjustment factor built into the 
economic model to account for this difference so that .■ 

Finally, in Chapter 3, Issue 5 - Scenery, the view from the air does not 
seem to be mentioned as a visual priority route even though most 
independent travelers to Glacier Bay and Gustavus fly right over the 
project area -- and the clearcuts look bad to anyone seeking the Alaskan 
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wilderness. While Alternative 4 may do a good job of protecting the view 
from Icy Strait, Alternative 5 does the best job of protecting the 
critical aerial view by means of selection and patch harvesting. 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I hope you will select 
Alternative 1. Failing that. Alternative 5 does the best job of 
protecting critical values while providing a truly useful long-term 
even-flow timber supply to enhance the stability of local communities. 

Sincerely, 

Nathan Bor son 

Nathan Borson 

PO Box 211 * Gustavus, AK 99826 
(907) 697-2313 * (775) 806-8574 FAX 
nate@borson.net * http://www.borson.net/nate 
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Response to Nathan Borson 

NB-1 : Your support for Alternative 5 and for expanding the old-growth reserves is noted. All 
action alternatives would expand the old-growth reserve. Alternative 5 responds well to Issue 
1: avoiding road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action 
alternatives except Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to 
clearcutting, and to Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond 
well to Issue 4: timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of 
the action alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the 
second highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the 
annual market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. 
While it would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it 
would contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action 
alternatives. Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the 
Purpose and Need section of Chapter 1. 

NB-2: Your support of Alternative 1 is noted. Alternative 1 would not meet the Purpose and 
Need for the project, as stated in Chapter 1 of the EIS. Alternative 1 would not manage the 
timber resource on suitable timber lands for production of saw timber and other wood 
products, it would not contribute to meeting the annual market demand for Tongass National 
Forest timber (including the needs of the local community), provide opportunities for resource 
uses that contribute to the local and regional economies, or support a wide range or natural- 
resource employment opportunities within Southeast Alaska. 

NB-3: None of the alternatives exceeds the sustainable harvest potential for the area. An 
analysis of the sustainable harvest level for the Couverden project area is documented in the 
Timber Resource Report. See the response to NB-9 below. 

NB-4: Your statements that Alternative 5 would best meet the local timber supply, would be 
best for eco-tourism, and would best protect the roadless area are noted. See the response to 
NB-1 above. 

NB-5: Thank you for pointing out the error in the total volume for Alternative 5. This has been 
corrected in the FEIS. 

NB-6: The Timber Resource Report includes an analysis of even-flow, long-term sustained 
yield for the project area. It includes previous and proposed harvest. The analysis concludes 
that a sustainable harvest of 9 percent of the suitable volume per decade is sustainable. The 
base year was 1979; the year the first harvest occurred. Approximately 342 MMBF existed 
prior to harvest on land currently considered suitable. Approximately 46.2 MMBF has been 
harvested from these suitable areas. This is less than 9 percent per decade. Alternative 2 has 
the highest proposed harvest volume, 27.4 MMBF. This is less than 9 percent. The analysis 
assumes a 100-year rotation for the Timber Management LUD and a 170-year rotation for the 
Scenic Viewshed LUD. This analysis did not include thinning volume that may be harvested 
from second growth stands in the future. This information has been added to the FEIS. 

NB-7: The need for stocking control (precommercial thinning) will not be known until the 
stands are 20 to 30 years old. Some units harvested using a clearcut prescription in the early 
1980s have been thinned while others have not. Some stocking control may be needed on 
selectively logged areas. 

NB-8: Under the standards and guidelines of the Forest Plan, effects on scenery are analyzed 
from KVAs on the land and water, not from the air. Refer to page 3-196 of the FEIS to the 
Forest Plan for a discussion of why airplane routes are not visual priority travel routes. 
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Response to Corrie Bosman, Center for Biological Diversity: See Mark 
Rorick, Sierra Club (joint letter) 
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Couverden Timber Sales Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-8041 

Dear Forest Service Staff: 

The attached document is the record of a public hearing held at Gustavus concerning the 
Couverden Timber Sales Draft EIS. The Gustavus Community Association wrote to the 
Forest Service requesting a public hearing on this DEIS. The request was denied. The 
Gustavus Community Associajion therefore voted to hold a public meeting in lieu of a 
Forest Service hearing, and to present the recorded comments in written form to the 
Forest Service. 



Yours truly, 




Gustavus, , 
March 19, 



!1aR 2 2 2G04 
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GUSTAVUS PUBLIC MEETING held in lieu of U.S. Forest Service public hearing 



On the Couverden Timber Sales Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Gustavus, Alaska, March 18, 2004 

The Gustavus Community Association (GCA) sent a letter to the Juneau Ranger District 
of the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) requesting that a public hearing be held in Gustavus on 
the Couverden Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The Forest Service 
refused this request; USFS Region 10 (Alaska) has a new policy of holding no public 
hearings on its proposed actions in Alaska, except for the Subsistence hearings required 
by the Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation Act. GCA protested that policy, and 
voted that in the case of such a refusal we would hold our own public meeting 
immediately following the USFS Subsistence hearing. We would tape the comments and 
transcribe them for submission,to the agency as written comments. The meeting was 
attended by 25 people and was moderated by George Jensen. What follows is the 
transcript of that public meeting. 

Greg Streveler, resident of Gustavus: Mr. Streveler requested time to explain the locally- 
generated proposal that was included in the Couverden DEIS as Alternative 5 [Note: the 
USFS “preferred alternative” is Alternative 3.] When Mr. Streveler was speaking there 
were problems with the tape recorder, so he offered to write up his explanation for 
inclusion in the meeting record. This is his written version, including an Appendix 
explaining the timber calculations: 

The Local Alternative for Timber Management at Couverden 
Greg Streveler March 20, 2004 

INTRODUCTION 

When the Forest Service began planning for a new round of timber sales in 2002, several 
Gustavus residents assembled the following proposal with the help of the Juneau Ranger 
District staff. An incomplete sketch of this proposal was included by the Forest Service 
as Alternative 5 in their Draft Impact Statement issued in December, 2003. 

The basic premise of this alternative is that Couverden is the last chance to get timber 
management right on public lands in the Icy Strait region. A look at the map shows that 
only the eastern end of the region is open for logging. Of that, the Forest Service and 
Native corporations have scalped NE Chichagof. Gustavus timber is too young to be 
very valuable, and is mostly privately owned in small parcels. Couverden is the 
remaining large block of old-growth timber. The Forest Service is off to a bad start here 
also, allowing two poorly conceived sales that have taken a big bite out of the timber 
base. However, there is a lot of timber left, and a useful road system, yard and transfer 
facility is in place. The main thing now is to see that in the present round of planning, the 
Forest Service doesn’t continue to clearcut away our future options and sell them for a 
song to exporters. 
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The local alternative is an attempt to make ecological and economic sense of timber 
management at Couverden that factors in the needs and opportunities for our region. 



OBJECTIVES 

These are the beginning assumptions we used to put the alternative together: 

• Harvest sustainably, in perpetuity 

• Build no new roads outside the presently roaded area 

• Design sales to maximize their utility to local timber operators 

• Use a rotation length that regenerates high quality timber 

• Protect key wildlife habitat 

• Use harvest methods that mimic nature 

• Protect aesthetic qualities 

• Have a special management program for yellow cedar 

PLAN DETAILS 

Available Timber 

We began by getting data on timber volumes and acreages in the roaded area, as defined 
on Forest Service planning maps. This took some work and extrapolations, as they only 
had firm data for the pool of possible cutting units, which make up only about 1 5% of the 
total roaded area. The method for working out the extrapolations is given in Appendix I. 

We concluded: 

. 1 ) after removing acreage from the timber base for inoperability, key fish & wildlife C q C A ~ Z 

habitat, and previous clearcutting, about 40% of the total roaded area should still (ro «+-') 

be available for harvest; 

2) being very conservative, at least .100 million board feet (MMBF) of timber 
remained available on this acreage. 

Rotation Length . 

After looking at a lot of stumps and live trees at Couverden, it is clear that it takes at least 
200 years to grow a high quality tree there. That is also the minimum time it takes to 
restore a logged area to full value wildlife habitat. So we took this as our suggested 
MINIMUM rotation length. 

Allowable Cut 

Dividing 100 MMBF by 200 gives us an annual maximum allowable cut of 0.5MMBF. 

After talking to local timber operators, it is clear that this is also about the maximum they 
can handle, even if they join forces to do it. 

Sale Configuration 

The Forest Service would prefer to sell the timber off in big chunks, which has three 
problems for locals: sales are too big for local mills; they don’t provide an even flow of 
timber; and there is no guarantee of sustainability. A key part of our plan is to offer sales 
that provide an even flow of timber at the maximum rate of 0.5MMBF/year, which 
according to our calculations can be done in perpetuity. 

Harvest Method 

The goals is to mimic natural forest conditions. Gustavus has a long history of opposing 
clearcutting, because we know it to be ecologically damaging and aesthetically 
unacceptable. Our alternative envisions only selection cutting and small cut patches 
staying smaller than four acres. Individual good trees can be harvested, but in general we 
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want to avoid high-grading so that a supply of the best trees is always available to 
sawyers and wildlife. 

Cedar Management 

This beautiful and valuable tree is scarce in the region, and has been mercilessly scalped 
off of NE Chichagof, where it is most common. Less that 1% of Couverden timber is 
cedar. Our plan envisions very careful harvest and efforts to encourage establishment of 
new individuals to replace the ones cut. 



Appendix I TIMBER CALCULATIONS i 

| 

We want to design an alternative that allows a small annual cut that can be sustained in perpetuity 
on timber that can be accessed from the existing permanent road system with a minimum of 
temporary roading. So the first thing we need to know is, what is the timber base within the area 
accessible from that road system. 

If we take as a first approximation of this roaded area* the USFS depiction of it as shown on their 
recent maps, and use figures provided by the JRD’s McCoy on 9/5/02, we can do a first 
approximation of the timber base, as follows. 

The USFS figures show that the aggregate area of their initially proposed cutting unit pool is 

1718 acres. I suggest that we delete the portion of cutting unit HS 2 along Homeshore Creek in 

the roaded area because of its high habitat value (96 acres). This further reduces the area in the 

cutting unit pool to 1718 - 96 = 1622 acres. (co'fK) 

To estimate the timber base in this unit pool, we have to do a little math. The FS gives the 

amount of timber in the unit pool as 50.8 million board feet (MMBF). Multiplying this number i 

by the ratio of the original unit pool acreage to the reduced one (1622/1718) gives us a figure of ■ 

48 MMBF. 

1 

The next step is to make an estimate of the timber base in the portion of the roaded area we think ; 

could be logged over time. To do this, we have to make some estimates and assumptions. By j 

visual inspection of the FS maps, I estimate that 30% of the roaded area was logged in previous | 

sales. This is obviously not available for harvest in this rotation, and should be removed from the j 

calculation. I also estimate visually that an additional 15% of the roaded area does not have [ 

commercial quality timber on it &/or is too steep to be operable, and should be removed also. j 

Finally, I suggest we remove another 15% for old growth, riparian &/or habitat retention. Thus in (' 

aggregate, we’ve removed 60% of the total roaded area from further consideration, leaving 40% j 

that will be managed for timber production. j 

I further estimate by visual inspection of the maps that the cutting unit pool proposed for this sale 
makes up about 1 5% of the roaded area, which works out to 3 8% of the remaining 40% 
containing timber we agree to cut. To obtain a crude approximation of how much timber is 
available on the 40%, we would divide the figure of 48 MMBF by .38, which gives us 
approximately 126 MMBF**. Since this is a very crude estimate based on several uncertainties, 
lets be conservative and reduce it to 100 MMBF. 

t 

With this estimate in hand we are now in a position to calculate how large a cut is sustainable j 

over, say, a 200 year rotation. 100 MMBF / 200 yr = .5 MMBF/yr allowable average annual j 

harvest***. I 
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Notes : 

• *- This area is a generalization and includes more acreage than what is strictly roaded. 

• ** - Making the further assumption that the unit pool is representative of the larger area. 

. *** - For subsequent rotations, the 30% of the roaded area removed from the first rotation calculation 

will be back in the equation. This addition will have the effect of further hedging our bets as we 
approach the end of the first 200 year rotation. 



Janusz Kunat, resident of Gustavus: I have a manufacturing process in Gustavus, I 
process wood — round wood — I produce a value-added product. I utilize, right now, 
western red cedar, which I import from Prince of Wales Island. But I also try to utilize 
some wood that is available in Gustavus on my property — the spruce, and actually some 
hemlock. First of all, I would like to say I go through very little wood, but my wood is the 
highest quality that I can obtain, and the reason I go out for the western red cedar that 
doesn’t grow in Gustavus - but spruce does, and hemlock does. But the wood is not of 
the quality I would like to produce. I have a little dry kiln - 1 dry to very low moisture 
content, and able to process to different shapes. 

The wood that is available in Gustavus is a very young wood that has too many 
imperfections. The wood that is available outside of Gustavus - the old growth wood - 
it’s such a quality that. . . we won’t see it once this wood is gone. We won’t be able to 
replace it. I come from Europe, so I’ve never seen such beautiful wood as grows here in 
Alaska. It’s absolutely unparalleled quality. What I see - that same wood is being sold for 
absolutely nothing. I mean absolutely nothing. I believe it s worth a lot of money. As an 
example — you can make anything out of good quality wood, such as is at Point 
Couverden. One log about 30 inches in diameter, 16 ft. long, cut to 1 x 4 lumber - boards 
- produces $20,000 worth of product. After the wood is dry and processed. That’s a 
tremendous value. You don’t need to cut a lot of wood. A few logs would benefit lots of 
people. That’s why I’m opposing any clearcutting, and I would like to speak to people 
who make the decisions about making it available for a long time. 

Lou Cacioppo, Gustavus resident. I’ve lived in Alaska for 30 years. First of all, I d like 
to say I’m opposed to the Forest Service new policy of this open house crap, because 
doing away with public hearings - is just a means, a new policy, to help you guys do 
what you want to do without any opposition. I don’t know if you guys hire local (?) for 
your standard operating procedures now. Maybe you have. 

Anyway, I’ve cut timber in Southeast Alaska and run a sawmill. And lived in 
Ketchikan - 1 saw some devastating logging - clearcutting. Ripple (?) Creek, Slide Ridge 
with five active slides - we tried to get that stopped and we couldn’t. It was watershed 
property for some people. So that went ahead and got clearcut. I’m totally against 
clearcutting, I think it’s a bad policy, a lot of wood gets wasted. 

And - compared to the wood I used to cut - I’ve milled a lot of logs here in 
Gustavus - and it’s not really very good wood, like Janusz said in his statement. It has 
very rapid growth and wide annular rings. When you cut it, I think maybe 50%- 60% of 
the wood is going to be usable and the rest is cull. Now to cut down and log a bunch of 
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trees for 50% of the tree is a sad deal. I mean, I’m a carpenter as well, I use a lot of wood, 
so I’m not against logging. I’m - conscientious logging, done with integrity. Selective 
logging. I’m all for it. And if you’re going to do this program - 1 hope that’s the way 
we’re going to go, and have a conscience about it. 

My other concern is red cedar, yellow cedar - I don’t know if there’s any in 
Couverden. It was mentioned there were some cedar trees there, and I didn’t even realize 
that. I hope that’s not going to be bundled up in the spruce pile and divied up that way - 
because it’s been done in the past, where that red cedar, yellow cedar, has gone out at that 
spruce price per board foot, which is a sad deal to see that kind of wood do that. 

Again, I just hope when this sale comes off that the Forest Service uses some 
good conscientious thought and process. I’m also very disappointed in one of the fines 
levied against - 1 might be mistaken which logging company it was - it might be 
SEALASKA or Cape Fox - logged up to a stream, and it was supposed to be a protected 
stream. They were fined $3,0Q0 and they took $3,500 worth of wood out of there, so that 
doesn’t make any sense to me. So I hope if somebody does any of that type of violation, 
you guys get on line and, better than slapping somebody’s hand, make it so they don’t 
want to do it again. Don’t fine the $3,000 and they make $500 on it. That’s all, thank you 
for your time. 

Nathan Borson, Gustavus resident. I do miss the public hearings, even though I’m 
comfortable sending written testimony. It’s easier for people - not everybody writes 
easily or well, they speak better, and the importance of hearing each other I think is also 
very valuable and an important part of the public participation. 

I’m looking at the Forest Plan “goals and objectives” section here and one of them 
is to management the timber for production of saw timber and other wood products from 
suitable timber lands on an even-flow, long-term, sustained yield basis and in an 
economically efficient manner. I think that Alternative 5 does the best job of doing that. 

It is the only alternative that seems to have a truly long-term outlook. If there are only 
100 million board feet - according to the DEIS maybe 58 million bd ft that could be made 
available now - if just harvest that over a 200 year, or even 100 yr rotation, these other 
alternatives are not going to produce that in a sustained, even-flow fashion. You’re going 
to have jumps in supply where you harvest 20 million bd ft in the first 10 years. You’re 
going to have to wait - you’re not going to be able to harvest that on a consistent basis. 

Another goal was to harvest sufficient to meet the annual market demand.'We’ve 
already had 2 people here tonight talking about the need for small sales that work for 
small independent operators, and that would be the most beneficial. And that also seems 
would be best met by Alternative 5. 

And “provide a diversity of opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the 
local and regional economy, and support a wide range of natural resources employment 
opportunities.” Again, I think Alt. 5 best meets these goals. It’s treatment of harvesting 
by patches and selective harvesting, I think from the air is very important - in the EIS it 
talks about “visual priority routes,” but I didn’t see the air route mentioned in there, and 
that’s how so many people come to Gustavus. So many tourists see that area and I think 
that to preserve the view from the air as much as possible it will require selective harvest 
or patch harvest. That’s all I have now, thanks. 
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Judy Brakel, Gustavus resident: One think about having a long-term, sustainable timber 
program in this Couverden area, such as proposed in Alt. 5, is that we don’t have a lot of 
other areas that we could have that in, here in Icy Strait. Because here on the mainland 
most of it is the National Park until you get over to the Couverden area. On the other side 
of Icy Strait from a little to the east of Pt. Adolphus all the west along the coast itself, 
that’s a LUD II, so no logging is allowed. And no logging is allowed on the islands in Icy 
Strait as well. And then if you go a little bit further eastward toward Hoonah, a lot of that 
is Native Corp. land, and that’s already been harvested heavily, and it’s harvested by and 
for the Native corporations. And the rest of it over there is Forest Service, but it’s already 
been logged really, really heavily. So where else, but in the Couverden area, would we be 
able to have a sustainable, local timber base to operate on? So that’s one of the reasons I 
favor Alt. 5. Thank you. 

Lou Caccippo again: I just want to add that I support Alt. 5 logging plan. Thank you. 

Charlie Rice, Gustavus resident. My comments are going to written, and they’re going to 
deal with the financial aspects and the legalese, and it would be really boring to talk to 
you about that. So what I would like to do would be to just ask if there’s anybody in this 
room who actually supports clearcut logging anywhere, not just here. Is there anybody in 
this room - any resistance to logging the way it’s been done in the past. Is there anybody 
who supports any of the proposals except 5 and 6 ... 5. Six is mine. Is there anybody here 
that supports any proposal that involves large-scale clearcuts. 

[Carol Djecka did a count] - 23 (Note: 24, as the person running tape recorder 
forgot to vote. The moderator did not vote.) 

Bill Brown - In that case, why don’t you get a voice vote - “Do we support clearcut 
logging as in the conventional proposal?” 

“NO” (loud and unanimous). 

Charlie Rice: Thank you. I’ve been to many of these meetings before and we always say 
the same thing, but the Forest Service comes off with their preferred rape mechanism and 
we’re supposed to decide which way we’re going to be raped. So we’re pretty much 
unanimous on that, right? 

Steve Little, Gustavus resident: I have Little Wood Products, a small wood mill, 
manufacturing value added . . . People are building homes, or remodels, and a lot of times 
this wood is having to be imported from Canada, and here we are in the Tongass National 
Forest. Why should we have to go to Canada, why should we have to go to Oregon to get 
our wood? 

BUI Brown, Gustavus resident: The more I think about this Alt. 5 - the one that Greg 
Streveler, Jim Macovjak, Paul Barnes and others have worked on, the more I see a 
possibility for the Forest Service to chart some new ground and take upon itself the 
promotion and assistance of a model that does have true sustainability, and does have the 
possibility, by way of value-added approaches and long-term sustainability - to have an 
on-going, modem forest industry in Southeast Alaska that would allow the recovery of 







djCA-8 




QCA-iO 

J 

n 



GC/H! 




QCt 11 



Response to Public Comments on the DEIS E-48 



Couverden Timber Sales FEIS 





Tongass National Forest from ill-advised and very unsightly clearcuts. It seems to me that 
this is an opportunity, particularly given the fact that this is not a massive timber resource 
here, it’s a relatively small-scale timber resource compared to what has gone on in the 
southern regions of Southeast. This is a place where the Forest Service could chart out 
some new ground and really create a model for long-term and local community- 
benefiting forestry. 

Vince Schafer, 12 yr. Resident of Gustavus. I make my living fishing and now logging. 
Two small sawmills and a bunch of worn-out equipment. But I’d like to add that it’s paid 
for and puts food on the table, and it’s not being subsidized by any federal grants. So I 
consider it a successful operation. 

I’d like to go on the record supporting Alt. 5 - it’s the only that makes any sense 
to any small operation. These larger million - even million bd ft., 10 million bd ft. sales 
don’t have any meaning to us, .excepting that when we do need the timber it won t be 
there. It might be on a ship on the way to Japan. And I’d like to add that I counted the 
other day six sawmills - operating sawmills, part-time in Gustavus alone. We have 
furniture makers here, instrument makers, a lot of carpenters. A lot of potential users of 
the wood, and a lot of potential jobs. So it seems the Couverden area- it’s ideal for 
Gustavus. It’s kind of self-interest. I mean it’s right down Icy Passage so it’s ideal for our 
situation. You’ve got to keep jobs in Alaska. There s a lot more potential than what s 
here now, I think if the timber was available it would actually be a big boost in the 
economy, I mean the working economy — that’s what I’m for. Everyone has their ... I 
kind of like a productive economy. And there’s all kind of craftsmen here, we just need 
the wood. So I’d like to go on record as supporting Alt. 5. It’s the only sustainable 
alternative that I see at this time. It makes good sense for us and makes good sense for the 
environment. So - thank you. 

Paul Barnes, Gustavus resident. I want to mention mention a couple facts. I would 
challenge anyone to look them up and see if I’m correct. Right now in Southeast Alaska 
there are less then 300 timber jobs. That’s 0.5% of the Southeast economy. In 2002 the U. 
S. Treasury spent $36 million on the Tongass timber program. We cut 35 million board 
ft. Last year we cut 48 million board ft., of which 16 million was for the Intertie, which 
means we cut more like 32 million bd ft. in the sales, and spent $36 million. That works 
out to over $100,000 per logging job. Why are we doing this? 

And right now, in the DEIS, on page 2-12, I quote: “None of the proposed 
alternatives would be economically viable at current market conditions.” Why are we 
doing this? This is madness. Janusz was totally correct when he said this wood is 
irreplaceable. And yet the Forest Service’s own rotation, which Dave Carr told me 
tonight, is 130 years. Which means we’re not replacing what we’re taking. We’re going 
to make sure that these forests will be like every other forest down south, which is the 
faster growth wood, like the wood around here [Gustavus], which means there’ll be zero 
harvest. 

A truly viable wood products here has to be different. We can’t just look at 
Georgia or Washington, or even British Columbia, and say “They do like this, and 
therefore let’s just do it like that here.” It will never work. It’s the slowest growing forest 
in America, we’re too far from the market, and labor here is too expensive. The Tongass 
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has one tenth of one percent of the world’s timber. As an example, in comparison Russia 
has 20%, and they work a lot cheaper than we do. For a wood products industry truly to 
work here, and be truly sustainable, we have to replace what we’re taking. Therefore 
Greg’s idea of a 200-yr rotation to me is a minimum. If you look around, I dare say 
probably even slower than that if you really want to replace what we’re taking. If you 
want to replace the old-growth conditions that we’re taking away. My guess is, going to 
be more like 250, even 400 years. Secondly, we must mimic nature. That is, clearcuts less 
than 4 acres. That’s just an idea. I think Paul Alaback, who’se probably as well respected 
as anybody in this, mentioned that size. And it’s because that way you would not disturb 
other users and other creatures who are living there. Also, I would hope some day this 
industry would benefit the local economy. If you have people here cutting the timber and 
actually using it here, those dollars stay here, they don’t float out of here on some boat 
from Hoonah to Japan or wherever else. The Forest Service’s current preferred 
alternative will only work - and I guarantee you the only way it’s going to fly - is they 
will not get any bidders in the first go-round and then they’ll go to base rates and give an 
export permit, and there’ll be even less benefit to the economy then. So why, again, are 
we doing this? This is madness. 

The reason we came up with Alt. 5 - and I thank Greg for doing most of the work, 
and Judy - is that to us it’s an attempt to take away some of the madness, and to make 
some sense of something that might actually last, into the future. Thanks. 

Greg Streveler again: I’m not going to go back over what I said before, but I’ll write it 
down. Something Vince was saying really struck home to me. And this is what I learned 
being the GCA chair, and this just reinforced that. If you look around Southeast, a lot of 
the communities in Southeast are kind of drying up. And I think Pelican is a perfect 
example, it’s kind of a one-trick pony. If the pony goes dead on you, you die with it. And 
perhaps the only really viable kind of community is one that leams to use its resource 
base sustainably. It’s fine if we can kind of go elsewhere and make our living and bring 
it back here, but you can only do so much of that. And also, it’s hard to base a real 
community on that. Here’s our - as I think Judy said - it’s our one chance as far as timber 
goes. We’ve blown most of the rest of it. And to our credit we’ve locked quite a bit of 
timber up too. This is the one place that really is available to us, to harvest it right. And I 
want to reiterate that Alt. 5, at least if it’s fleshed out right - and the Forest Service didn’t 
do a very good job in their document - it’s not a ‘lock-up’ plan - this harvests as much 
timber as their plans do. I think it was Nate who used the word “even-flow.” It’s a plan 
that allows, in perpetuity, a dole-out of timber at the right rate that people in a real place 
can use it for real things. 

Janine Driscoll, Gustavus resident. I also support Alt. 5, because of a lot of the reasons 
that have already been mentioned. It’s the alternative that is most sustainable and meets 
the stated goals of the Forest Service. But also I’d like to point out that the other Alt., 3, 
is stated that it will harvest 345 acres of high old-growth, 301 acres of medium old- 
growth, and I think that we don’t have enough old-growth as it is. And all of these sales 
are - as it also says in this document - are at a loss. And so instead of harvesting this old- 
growth that has much more value standing and alive, I think that we should not cut down 
all the old-growth. And by contrast Alt. 5 leaves old-growth standing and cuts it down at 
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a much more sustainable, and it’s used for a higher purpose than just cutting down the 
trees. 

Charlie Rice again: 3 pounds of Draft EIS - it sounds like that when you drop it. It 
doesn’t say - what we’ve been talking here tonight is sustainability, and in that whole 
thing, in the appendices, and the index, and anyplace I looked in there I didn’t see that 
word. That’s what we’ve been talking about, and that’s not in that big book full of shit. 

Janine Driscoll again: I wanted to add that I’m opposed to the Forest Service’s new plan 
of not having these hearings, and I think that these hearings are a good way for the 
community members to listen to other people’s opinions, that have other ideas, and 
information from a perspective that they often don’t get from the formal document. So if 
one of the reasons for not holding these hearings is the cost of transcribing, perhaps they 
might want to just add that to the cost of the timber sale to be able to then pay for us to be 
able to have our public hearings. Thank you. 

Bill Brown again: I want to add a thought to my earlier comment about local community 
resource approach. And that is that I think the timber sale approach for Alt. 5, which I’ve 
already endorsed, would be perhaps something organized around a community 
cooperative effort that would allow several small board feet users to come together and 
produce a viable bid, and I think that ought to be something that’s considered in Alt. 5. 
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Response to Judy Brakel, Gustavus Community Association Public 
Meeting 

GCA-1 : It is not correct that the Forest has a new public involvement process for timber sale 
EISs. Holding formal hearings has not been a requirement in the past. Public meetings can 
follow, and have followed, various formats. For example, informal information workshops were 
held for the Madan and Skipping Cow EISs several years ago to allow members of the public 
to ask specific questions and gather general information about the projects. As noted, formal 
hearings were held in Hoonah and Gustavus for subsistence. 

GCA-2: The Gustavus Community Association (GCA) estimate of the timber actually available 
over the next 100 years to a small operator with limited equipment and without expensive road 
reconstruction is greatly over estimated. A new bridge would need to be constructed to access 
the Homeshore Creek Road and three Class I stream crossings would need to be installed to 
access the Swanson Creek Road (both roads are currently closed). This would be extremely 
expensive given the small amount of volume that could be selectively harvested with a small 
operator’s equipment. 

GCA-3: Janusz Kunat’s comments about the quality for the old growth wood from Alaska (but 
outside Gustavus) and its value once cut into boards are noted. Please note that no western 
red cedar was found in the Couverden area, and no yellow cedar was found in the proposed 
harvest units. 

GCA-4: Lou Cacioppo’s comments opposing open house public meetings, on the poor quality 
of wood in Gustavus, his opposition to selling the red and yellow cedar at the same price as 
spruce, and his hope that any violations of stream protections during harvest would be strong 
enough to deter future violations are noted. Please see the response to GCA-1 above 
regarding public meetings. Please note that no western red cedar was found in the Couverden 
area, and no yellow cedar was found in the proposed harvest units. 

GCA-5: Nathan Borson’s comments preferring public hearings over submitting written 
comments and his comments supporting Alternative 5 because it best meets the Forest Plan 
goals and objectives, which include providing a sustainable harvest of saw timber, meeting 
market demand for timber, and providing a diversity of opportunities for resources that 
contribute to the local and regional economy and supporting a wide range of natural resource 
employment opportunities are noted. Mr. Borson states that if there are only 100 MMBF 
available for harvest in the project area, the other alternatives are not sustainable. Please 
note that the Timber Resource Report includes an analysis of even-flow, long-term sustained 
yield for the project area. It includes previous and proposed harvest. The analysis concludes 
that a sustainable harvest of 9 percent of the suitable volume per decade is sustainable. The 
base year was 1979; the year the first harvest occurred. Approximately 342 MMBF existed 
prior to harvest on land currently considered suitable. Approximately 46.2 MMBF has been 
harvested from these suitable areas. This is less than 9 percent per decade. Alternative 2 has 
the highest proposed harvest volume, 27.4 MMBF. This is less than 9 percent. The analysis 
assumes a 100-year rotation for the Timber Management LUD and a 170-year rotation for the 
Scenic Viewshed LUD. This analysis did not include thinning volume that may be harvested 
from second growth stands in the future. If this is considered, the sustainable harvest per 
decade would be somewhat higher. Also refer to Table 3-28 in the DEIS for the percent of 
suitable and available acres proposed for harvest under each alternative. 

GCA-6: Judy Brakel’s comments that the Couverden area is the only option for a sustainable 
harvest area for the Gustavus community because other areas are either National Park, LUD 
II, already harvested Native Corp. land, or heavily harvested National Forest Service land are 
noted, as is her support for Alternative 5. See the response to GCA-7. 
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GCA-7: Lou Caccippo’s comment that he supports Alternative 5 is noted. Alternative 5 
responds well to Issue 1: avoiding road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as 
do all the action alternatives except Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing 
alternatives to clearcutting, and to Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It 
does not respond well to Issue 4: timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber 
harvest volume of the action alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it 
would have the second highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the 
Purpose and Need for the project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less 
toward meeting the annual market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other 
action alternatives. While it would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the 
local economy, it would contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the 
other action alternatives. Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 
and the Purpose and Need section of Chapter 1. 

GCA-8: The meeting record notes that Charlie Rice asked if anyone supported any alternative 
other than 5 or 6, which is any large-scale clearcutting. The record notes 23 without stating 
whether the 23 were for or against. The comment that Mr. Rice supports Alternative 6 is also 
noted. 

GCA-9: The meeting record notes that Bill Brown’s request for a voice vote: “Do we support 
clearcut logging as in the conventional proposal?” received a loud and unanimous no vote. 

GCA-10: Charlie Rice’s comment that the Forest Service’s alternatives always leave them 
choosing between poor choices is noted. The Couverden EIS includes a wide range of 
alternatives, including one based on proposals submitted to the Forest Service by the 
Gustavus community. 

GCA-1 1 : Steve Little’s comment that they need wood and should not have to import it from 
Canada or Oregon is noted. 

GCA-12: Bill Brown’s comments that Alternative 5 offers the Forest Service an opportunity to 
chart new ground and has the possibility of promoting a value-added wood industry in 
Southeast Alaska are noted. 

GCA-13: Vance Schafer’s support for Alternative 5 is noted. See response to GCA-7. 

GCA-1 4: Paul Barnes’ comments on the high cost of timber sales and the few jobs they create 
and on the long rotation lengths needed to replace the trees cut are noted, as is his support for 
Alternative 5. See response to GCA-7. 

GCA-15: Greg Streveler’s comments on the importance of Alternative 5 to the community are 
noted. See response to GCA-7. 

GCA-16: Janine Driscoll’s support for Alternative 5 is noted. See response to GCA-7. 

GCA-17: Charlie Rice’s comment that the DEIS does not include the word sustainability is 
noted. Please note that the Timber Resource Report includes an analysis of even-flow, long- 
term sustained yield for the project area. Refer to GCA-5. 

GCA-18: Janine Driscoll’s comment that she is opposed to the Forest Service’s new plan of 
not having public hearings is noted. Please refer to GCA-1 . 

GCA-19: Bill Brown’s comment supporting Alternative 5, the community approach, is noted. 
See response to GCA-7. 
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Written Comment Sheet 

Public Meeting for the Couverden Timber Sales DEIS 

Rcic.&sJ 

Thank you for your input Date: M-t,- j L! 



PLEASE PRINT: 




Names and addresses will be added to the mailing list for the Couverden Timber Sales EIS. Please be 
advised that by adding your name and address, yon are agreeing to be part of the ETS public record. 



Please hand your comments in or MAIL BEFORE March 29, 2004. 
Comments may be mailed to: 

Couverden DEIS Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801 



E-mail comments may be sent to: comments- alaska-tongass-iuneau@fs.fed.us 



Comments may be faxed to: (907) 586-8808 
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Response to Tim Bristol 

TB-1 : Your support of Alternative 6 is noted. 

TB-2: Your opposition to log exports is noted. 

TB-3: Your recommendation that the smallest, least expensive alternative be adopted 
because of the high cost and low return is noted. 

TB-4: Your recommendation that consistent monitoring of the roads to prevent timber theft 
and poaching is noted. 
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I feel that the Forest Service should not consider building any more new 
roads in the Couverden timber sale because of the landslide problems that 
have been experienced in the past and their effects on salmon spawing 
areas in the streams. This has been a very serious problem in the past 
because of roads on steep slopes, and I assume more of these cable logging 
roads are being planned. From what I saw while in the Region, many of the 
present roads are not usable at the because of landslide damage. The 
maintenance of these roads will far outcost the actual building costs over 
the longterm. 



TB-1 



Terry Brock 
Cambridge IL 

Retired Regional Soil Scientist, Alaska Region. 1990-2001 
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Response to Terry Brock 

TB-1: All new roads would be closed. Temporary roads would be obliterated and classified 
roads would be put into storage, reducing maintenance costs. Roads placed in storage are 
not considered usable by normal vehicle traffic (see the Glossary for definitions of obliteration 
and storage). Roads would avoid unstable areas. 
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Dear Juneau District Ranger 
Tongass National Forest 

I write to protest both the process and the substance relating to this 
proposed timber sale. 

The comment instructions always ask for specific comments on specific 
points at issue. But I want to discuss the larger substance re: this 

particular sale and the still larger picture of future sales, perhaps 
as many as 100. of them. I am constesting the new procedural exemptions 
and short-cut rules for public participation relating to clear cuts. 

The unofficial and unrecorded Open House format is a one-way street. 

It produces no public record. We hear a brief description of the sale, 
look at some maps, have a little chat while chomping our cookies, and 
file out when it's over. We have no meaningful interaction with Forest 
Service representatives, no real debate-- just a reiteration of 
predetermined decisions. And we leave no authorized record of anything 
said, including any commitments or assurances the representatives might 
offer. It is a totally empty gesture. For without a public record 
there is no base line for agency accountability in the implementation 
of the sale and cut . 

Moreover, the limitations on discussion — to specifics stated in this 
specific DEIS--cannot get us to the big pictures involved in this 
flurry of discrete sales. 

Socio-economic, ecological, esthetic, fishery, etc., impacts of the 
proposed cut on the Icy Strait corridor cannot be substantively 
explored in such a format. The whole weight and variety of tourism 
considerations — including primary access to Glacier Bay National 
Park--is deferred in favor of discussions of detail--how many culverts, 
how many tenths of a mile of new road, etc. 

This parts-and-pieces approach is not by accident. It is designed to 
keep us from contemplating the big picture. We don't get to the 
aggregation of impacts from all of these potential sales; we don't 
discuss the cumulative affects they will produce. 

These substantive issues override the technical details of this sale 
and the others on the list. But of course we must not get general, for 
that would go beyond the scope of this particular DEIS. 

We're regressing, by design, to a time when there was no plan for this 
great National Forest. We're junking the revised TLMP that did 
contemplate the big picture, BECAUSE it was a joint agency-and-public 
effort over decades — a balancing of factors and constituencies that 
resulted in reasonable compromises. 

Finally, considering market factors, there isn't even a legitimate 
monetary reward in this exchange that will pillage public lands owned 
by local dwellers and visitors from afar. 

William E. Brown 
Box 225 

Gustavus, Alaska 99826 
907/697-2821 
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Response to William E. Brown 

WEB-1 : Issues larger than just this particular sale, such as future sales, are beyond the scope 
of this analysis. Where and how timber can be harvested, as well as the amount of harvest 
per decade across the Forest, are issues that were decided in the Forest Plan. These issues 
will be open for consideration during plan revision. 

We do not agree that the public meetings held during the initial scoping process and following 
publication of the DEIS do not provide an opportunity for meaningful interaction between the 
public and the agency. These meetings allow the public to meet with specialists that are 
knowledgeable about the project area and the proposed alternatives. The public can ask 
specific questions and gather additional information about the area and the project. This 
allows them to better provide written comments on how the project affects them or on 
deficiencies in the analysis. These comments often result in changes in the proposed actions. 
We believe that written comments provide the best way for members of the public and other 
government agencies to provide meaningful input to the project. We agree that these 
meetings do not provide a “real debate,” but debates are not an objective of the scoping 
process. Also, we do not agree that this process does not provide a public record. Comments 
by the public and other agency staff, in the form of letters like this, and the Forest Service’s 
responses to these comments, are published in the FEIS. 

WEB-2: We do not agree that we are “junking the revised TLMP that did contemplate the big 
picture...” This project is being undertaken in accordance with TLMP (the Forest Plan). The 
Plan identified portions of the project area as suitable and available for timber production and it 
established standards and guidelines for preparing and implementing timber harvest. We are 
not aware of any portion of the proposed alternatives that are not in accordance with the 
Forest Plan. 

WEB-3: Timber would not be sold unless timber prices increase. Refer to the economic 
analysis in the FEIS fora discussion of this issue. 
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Response to Murray Buthen 

MB-1 : Your comment commending us “for all the hard work that obviously went into this 
document” is noted. Thank you. 

MB-2: We agree that protecting the scenic quality of the viewshed is important. All 
alternatives meet the visual quality objectives for the area. 

MB-3: We agree that sales need to be economical. Timber would only be sold if prices rise to 
a level that makes the sale profitable. 
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To whom it may concern, 

I live in Gustavus in the summer and Juneau in the winter. I'm familiar with 
the Couverden area and I would ask you to choose Alternative 5 . When I heard of 
the "citizen's alternative” put together by folks in Gustavus I was really 
excited. I thought here would be a great opportunity for the Forest Service to 
enter into a real collaborative process with a local community that would be 
most impacted by a timber sale. X know the people who worked on the citizen's 
plan and I know them to be very thoughtful, reasonable and intelligent folks, I 
was very supportive of their work. Needles to say I was disappointed to find 
that you did not include the actual alternative as it was written in your DEIS 
and did not pick Alt 5 as your preferred alternative. Your preferred 
alternative does not help small scale timber operators in the region. All it 
does is spend taxpayer's money on planning and roads to a sale that will not 
benefit anyone, to a sale that given the present timber market could only be 
sold at a loss to the American public. I am glad to see that all alternatives 
modify the OGR, a positive step. I am glad to see that your preferred 
alternative would avoid road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas 
but I feel that there is enough timber on the existing road system, so no new 
roads need be built. Please implement Alternative 5. 

Jai Crapella 
1204 2nd St. 

Douglas, AK 99824 
586-6057 



JC-1 

JC-2 

JC-3 

JC-4 
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Response to Jai Crapalla 

JC-1 : Your support for the “Citizen’s Alternative” is noted. Alternative 5 responds well to Issue 
1: avoiding road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action 
alternatives except Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to 
clearcutting, and to Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond 
well to Issue 4: timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of 
the action alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the 
second highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the 
annual market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. 
While it would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it 
would contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action 
alternatives. Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the 
Purpose and Need section of Chapter 1. 

JC-2: We do not agree with your comment that the preferred alternative would not help 
small-scale timber operators. As explained in the DEIS on page 2-8, the Forest would have 
the flexibility of offering large or small sales. 

JC-3: Timber would not be sold at a loss, the sale would only be offered when timber prices 
rise enough to make the sale or sales economical. 

JC-4: As you state, all alternatives include expanding the old growth reserve and the preferred 
alternative would not build roads or harvest timber in the roadless area. 
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BD-1 



Hi, 

I'd like to submit these comments on the proposed sale. 

1. I tried to locate the text of the DEIS on the Federal Register 
site but all of my searches came up empty. It would be helpful if your 
news releases provided a document identifier to facilitate the' FR search. 

2. I and my family use the Point Couverden area extensively for 
recreation purposes. We camp there, we fish there, and we kayak there. 
It's one of the more accessible areas within the Juneau boating area that 
has protected anchorages and good beach camping sites. Swanson Harbor, 
with the state float is also one of the most popular boating destinations 
in the area. I don't know what the proposed boundaries of the timber sale 
are, but I would be strongly opposed to any activities that would 
adversely impact any of the islands at Point Couverden, or in the near 
vicinity of Swanson Harbor or the other protected harbors at the point. 
Thank you, 

Bob Deering 
PO Box 22891 
Juneau, AK 99802 
(907) 790-2947 



BD-2. 
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Response to Bob Deering 

BD-1: The DEIS was published in Volume 69, No. 30 of the Federal Register on Friday, 
February 13, 2004. It was listed as: EIS No. 040063. 

BD-2: No National Forest timber harvest is proposed on the islands. Except for a small 
portion of Couverden Island, they are State and private lands. The closest proposed harvest 
unit is approximately 2 miles from Swanson Harbor. 
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I am very opposed to any logging around the portals of the Glacier Bay 
National Park. The visual impact of logging is very disturbing and is not 
what we are here to see. The few jobs created are not worth the loss of 
habitat and esthetics. Larry DePute 



LP#1-1 
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Response to Larry DePute #1 

LP#1-1 : No logging is proposed “around the portals of Glacier Bay”, the proposed harvest is 
approximately 20 miles from the entrance to Glacier Bay. All alternatives meet the visual 
quality objectives for the area; most units would not be noticeable to people sailing through Icy 
Strait. Refer to the Scenery section for a discussion of the effects on scenery, including 
photos that estimate how the area would appear from key viewing areas following harvest. 
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Response to Larry DePute #2 

LP#2-1 : Please see the response Larry DePute #1 
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On Monday, March 22, 2004, I received a phone call from Larry Edwards in 
Sitka (747-7557). H stated that the acres for Alternative 6 in Table 2.6 
(172 acres) did not agree with the sum of the acres on the Unit Cards for 
Alternative 6 (99 acres) . 

I reviewed the DEIS and found that Alternative 6 had been left off the Unit 
Card for Unit Number H32. Unit H32 is part of Alternative 6 as shown on 
Figure 2-6. 

I notified Mr. Edwards of the error. 




LE-I 




Dave 

/ 

Dave Carr, TMA & DFMO 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
907-790-7402 

e-mail: decarr@f s . fed. us 

******************************* 
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Response to Larry Edwards 

LE-1: Thank you for pointing out that one unit card is missing. The unit card for H32 indicated 
that it applied to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. It should have noted that it also applied to Alternative 
6. This has been corrected in the FEIS. 
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Sitka Field Office 
Bdx 5484 Sitka, Ak 93B35 
SQ7- 747-755 7 



March 29, 2004 



Couverden Timber Sales Comments 

Juneau Ranger District 

Tongass National Forest 

8465 Old Dairy Road 

Juneau, Ak 99801-8041 

Fax: 907-586-8808 



Hello, 

Our comments on the Couverden Timber Sales Draft EIS are attached 

I 

Please send us copies of all comments received on this project, and also a copy of 
your responses to the comments. 



Sincerely, 




Larry Edwards 
Forest Campaigner 



F*-)c : 



I 
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Sitka Field Office 

Box 84B4 Sitka, Ak 93835 
9Q7-747-7SS7 



Comments on the 
Couverden Timber Sale Draft EIS 

March 29, 2004 



We applaud the consideration of project effects on wildlife habitat as a significant issue. 
Nonetheless, the analyses of effects on wildlife habitat are deeply flawed, and a Supplemental 
DEIS is required in order to provide a full and fair NEPA process. 

1 

Biological Diversity 1 

NEPA requires that in a draft EIS "the agency shall make every effort to disclose and 
discuss at appropriate points in the draft statement all major points of view on tire 
environmental impacts of the alternatives." [40 CFR 1502.9(a)] The Couverden DEIS fails 
this obligation with respect to the issue of biological diversity. On page 3-22 the DEIS refers 
to the Forest Plan's "system of Old-growth Habitat Reserves that is intended to preserve the 
integrity of-the old-growth ecosystem on the Tongass.” This disregards the major point of ' Q' I • 
view that the Forest Plan's reserve system strategy is inadequate to provide that integrity. 

Scientists who participated in a peer review of the strategy have soundly criticized its 
implementation in the Forest Plan, through “Joint Statements” issued in October 1996 and 
September 1997 (those dates being before and after adoption of the revised Forest Plan), J 

Wildlife habitat has been identified as a significant issue for this project. Biological 
diversity is a key part of that issue. The Joint Statement scientists present what can only be 
characterized as a major point of view. The Joint Statement issues have not been resolved at 
a higher level than this project, and have continued beyond adoption of the Forest Plan. 

Therefore this project was duty bound under NEPA to discuss the issue of alleged inadequacy 
of the Forest Plan's biodiversity strategy, as it relates to this project. Accordingly, a 
Supplemental DEIS must be prepared to disclose and discuss the issue. 



Analysis of the Significant Issue "Wildlife Habitat" Is Invalid 



Concerning wildlife habitat, preparers of the DEIS did not adequately understand key 
srminology and the applicability of various data sources for the fundamental analyses. As a 
esult, much of the section on wildlife habitat is erroneous, and much of the rest of it is 
confusing at best and very likely is also erroneous. 

. The difficulty that tripped up the planning Jearn is not unique to this project. It lies in the 
multiple uses that various Specialists (silviculturalists, biologists, forest statisticians, and 
forest advocates) have created for the word "volume." The multiple meanings for "volume" 
and the attendant confusion carry over into the two major forest-type datasets, TimTyp and 
Volume-Strata. 



1 
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Because TimTyp was originally intended to classify the timber density of the forest, as 
measured in timber volume per acre, it uses the term Volume Class in the names of its 
various forest classes. Biologists learned empirically that the TimTyp classifications were 
good classifications for the varying quality of old-growth wildlife habitat across the forest, so 
the biologists (and forest advocates) have appropriated the "volume class" terminology for 
describing habitat. Unfortunately, it was later determined that TimTyp's Volume Class 
classifications are not indicators of timber volume after all. It has been verified, however, 
that the classifications do indeed correlate well to habitat quality. Accordingly, biologists and 
forest advocates have continued to use volume class terminology (and related terms such as 
high volume) to describe habitat. 

After it was determined that Volume Class is not an indicator of timber volume, the Forest 
Service developed the Volume Strata dataset.Ui iras been confirmed that this newer dataset 
represents geographic variations in per se timber volume well; however, it has also been 
shown that Volume Strata does not represent such variations in wildlife habitat. 

We therefore have two datasets with distinct and mutually exclusive uses: TimTyp's 
volume classes as indicators of habitat quality, and the newer dataset's volume stratas as an 
indicator of timber density. Both datasets use "volume" terminology, whether appropriate to 
each dataset's purpose or not. 

Accordingly, like many words in the English language, "volume" has taken on a dual 
meaning. When, for example, "high volume" forest is spoken of, it must be made clear 
explicitly or through strong context which sense of the term is being used. Is it referring to a 
high per se volume of timber per acre, or does ’’high volume" really mean high quality 
habitat, as indicated by TimTyp? With this confusion always present with the term "volume," 
it is especially important to verify that the correct dataset - TimTyp - is being used for 
analysis of wildlife issues. Also, keep in mind (as when reviewing comments on this DEIS) 
that when biologists and forest advocates say “volume,” they almost always are speaking of 
habitat structure as represented by TimTyp, not per se timber volume. 

(For information on which dataset is suitable which purpose, see these references: 
"Deconstructing the Timber Volume Paradigm in Management of the Tongass National 
Forest," John P. Caouette, et al., March 2000 a nd "F orest Management Volume Classification 
— Volumedass and Volume Strata," by Bill Wilson (R-10), September 27, 2002.) 

Terminology Used in Our Comments 

In order to avoid entirely the above-described confusion over the term "volume," we use the 
following terminology in our comments : 

We use Structure Class in place of volume class. The new term suggests a delineation of 
habitat quality that correlates to forest canopy structure, which is. what the underlying 
TimTyp data is known to portray. This table shows the names we use for the several TimTyp 
forest classes: 



New Terminology 

Structure Class A 
Structure Class B 
Structure Class C 
Structure Class D 



Old Terminology 

Volume Class 7 
Volume Class 6 
Volume Class 5 
Volume Class 4 



TimTyp Map Color 

Darkest Green 
Dark Green 
Light Green 
Lightest Green 



2 
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Structure Class E . Scrub Timber Yellow 

Structure Class F Non-forest : White 

. We use Yield Class in place of volume strata. This new term suggests the scaled volume of 
timber that a plot can be expected to yield, if clearcut. Yield classes would be high, medium 
and low, just as in the existing volume strata terminology. Volume strata and volume class 
axe often confused because of their common word, so both terms should be replaced with 
distinctive ones, like those suggested here. 

Fundamental Errors in the Wildlife Habitat Section 

In the Chapter 3 section on Wildlife Habitat, the Draft EIS makes frequent use of the Yield 
Class (i.e. Volume Strata) dataset and of the term volume strata. All of these references and 
uses are wholly inappropriate. As explained above. Structure Class data should have been 
used exclusively. Accordingly, the attempted analysis of impacts to wildlife habitat is not only 
meaningless, it is dangerous because jit is entirely possible that the analysis masks impacts 
which are substantially greater than the levels of impact it predicts. All parts of the Wildlife 
Habitat section that rely on Yield Class data must be re-analysed and rewritten. 

The error committed in the DEIS' habitat analysis is a fundamental one, that strikes at the 
heart of the adequacy of the NEPA analysis done in this DEIS. We believe it is beyond any 
question, given the importance of wildlife habitat issues for the project, that a Supplemental 
DEIS is required in order to fullfill the purposes of N EPA. 

FYirther, the fundamental error leads us to question whether the Couverden Timber Sales 
Project leadership and biological staff have the necessary professional experience in this 
bioregion to conduct a NEPA analysis! that fully and fairly assesses the impacts of the 
alternatives. 

Rampant Confusion in the Wildlife Habitat Section 

The Wildlife Habitat section makes frequent use of the vague term "high-volume old- 
growth,” which could refer to either the Volume Strata or TimTyp {volume class) dataset. Use 
of this vague language makes understanding the DEIS text impossible. 

, I ! 

In all cases, where the reference in the DEIS is not to high-value habitat as indicated by 
TimTyp (i.e. high Structure] Class), reanalysis using the correct dataset is necessary. In I 
addition to using the correct dataset (TimTyp), if the term "high volume” is used it should be 
made explicit that the reference is to TimTyp, in order to avoid any confusion. Better yet, the 
term high volume should, be replaced with a clear term such as "high structure class.” 

Confusion over the datasets and the multiple terms that use the word "volume" is 
apparent in Tables 3-5 and 3-17. These tables attempt to incorporate both Structure Class 
(volume class) and Yield Class (volume strata) data. As a result the tables are indigestible, 
but more importantly whatever value they may jravc is obscured by the Yield Class data, 
which is meaningless in habitat analysis. These tables need to be simplified by eliminating 
all, reference to Yield Class data, and analysis needs to be based entirely on Structure Class 
data. 
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Fragmentation 

The patch size analysis looked only at "medium and high volume" productive old growth 
forest, (p.3-27) The quoted term indicates that Yield Class (volume strata) data was used in 
the analysis. Structure Class (TirnTyp) data should have been used, to look especially at the 
fragmentation of blocks containing high structure class stands. 

The subsection on effects merely cites basic statistics, and compares the alternatives only 
on that basis. There is no real analysis of effects. What effects can be expected from this 
fragmentation on the quality of the habitat, and on wildlife populations? The DEIS does not 
say. In addition, this must.be a cumulative impacts analysis that includes prior logging in 
the project area. 

Marten 

Page 3-41 says: "Coarse canopy structure comprises 20 percent of the high-volume old- 
growth and three percent of the total project area." The sentence is meaningless, pointlessly 
comparing habitat structure to timber inventory. The important questions are not 
addressed: (1) How much of the existing coarse canopy forest will be taken and (2) 
Cumulatively, how much of the original coarse canopy forest will have been taken? 

The map of marten habitat (Figure 3-2) needs to be discussed in the text, habitat-block by 
habitat-block, for high and medium value marten habitat. There needs to be an additional 
map showing where high, medium and low value marten habitat was located prior to earlier 
logging. Both maps need to include the Huna-Totem Corporation over- selection (see map, 

Fig. 1-3), and an estimate needs to be made of the cumulative effect on marten habitat 
suitability if the land is conveyed to Huna-Totem and it is logged (considering also the effects 
of this project and the prior logging). 

Page 3-41 also says: "... the amount of suitable habitat proposed for harvest is small. Less 
than 9 percent of the total high- volume old-growth” under 1500 feet in elevation would be 
removed. There are two problems with this statement. It looks only at the immediate 
impacts ofthis project - not at the cumulative impacts including previous logging. Also, it 
speaks of apples and oranges - marten habitat versus per se timber volume. 

Deer 

As in the marten discussion above, a map is needed in addition to Figure 3-3, to show the 
extent of high and medium value deer habitat that existed prior to previous logging. The 
Huna-Totem over-selection needs to be included on these maps, and needs to be part of a full 
cumulative impact analysis for deer and deer habitat capability. 

The DEIS notes little high quality deer habitat in the project area and low deer 
populations. This does not justify picking away more of what good deer habitat there is here. 
The DEIS also notes that the beach fringe is presently protected, a fact which could be 
undermined by the above over-selection. The DEIS notes (p.3-58): "Historically, this area 
probably did not support a large deer population due to extreme winter conditions.” This 
then is an area that should not be pushed to the edge for deer and wolves by further logging 
that takes much of the remaining good habitat. 
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.... The DEIS notes also: "Proposed pre-commercial thinning of some older harvest units may 
itttptove forage for deer in the short term." (p .3-58) This should be stricken. Summer forage 
is not the limiting factor; as noted one sentence earlier, winter conditions are the limiting 
factor. Pre-commercial thinning is not an effective way to create winter habitat. 

The deer model is cited as "a reliable" comparison tool, (p.3-46) We believe that over- 
reliance on the deer model is not justified, and that an additional, non-modeling means of 
analysis needs to be employed. We incorporate here by reference the Sitka Conservation 
Society comments on the Otter Lake DEIS, which criticize misuse of the deer panel convened 
during preparation of the Forest Plan. See also Kiester and Eckhardt, 1994, "Review of 
wildlife management and conservation biology on the Tongass National Forest: a synthesis 
with recommendations. USDA Forest Service report," especially the critiques of modeling by 
the individual reviewing scientists. Please include both documents in the planning record, 
and study them. 

Wolves 

Wolves live in the project area. A full and fair analysis of impacts to their major prey, deer, 
is essential. 

Marbled Murrelet _ — 

e ■ This section contains a confused analysis that compares Structure Class {volume class) 
and Yield Class (volume strata) data; a pointless exercise. The project area should simply be 
mapped by Structure Class, and the analysis should proceed from that and the underlying 
data. 

The Effects subsection begins with reliance on Yield Class data (e.g. in Table 3-5), which is 
not germane to the issue of impacts to murrelets. 

In the Cumulative Impacts section (p.3-57), the DEIS says: "For the marbled murrelet, 
harvest of medium- and high-volume POG would result in additional decreases in the 
amount of nesting habitat." Again, this is looking only at Yield Class data - the wrong 
dataset. 

There needs to be a cumulative impact estimate for how much of the original (before prior 
logging) Marbled murrelet habitat will have been lost. Fragementation and patch size is 
mentioned, but the fragmentation analysis elsewhere in the DEIS is inadequate, and a 
specialized fragmentation analysis may be need for Marbled murrelets in any case. 

Marbled murrelets deserve greater attention in the DEIS because of the project area's 
proximity to a significant feeding area for the sgecies, in Icy Strait. 

Incomplete Analysis of Cumulative Effects on Wildlife Habitat 

The DEIS says: "... 2,163 acres of POG has been removed, much of it being high-volume 
stands harvested from lower elevation sites. This represents a 9 percent reduction. Up to 981 
acres (4 percent) of POG could be removed under the proposed alternatives." (3-56) We are 
shocked that the major summary of project cumulative impacts looks not at habitat 
structure (TimTyp structure class) but instead at per se timber volume. 
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Response to Larry Edwards, Greenpeace 

G-1 : The Forest’s old-growth reserve system is part of a biodiversity strategy that includes 
many factors besides the old-growth reserves. The entire range of the Forest Plan’s standards 
and guidelines make up this strategy. Implementation of the Forest Plan received a no 
jeopardy opinion from the regulatory services. The DEIS is not required to re-analyze the 
Forest Plan strategy for maintaining biodiversity. Alternative strategies were considered during 
the development of the Forest Plan. The relative merits of the Forest’s strategy vs. other 
possible strategies are beyond the scope of this analysis. 

G-2: The Forest Service is aware of the difference between the TimTyp and Timber Volume 
Strata. Your interpretation of the uses of these measures is interesting but incomplete. The 
measures used for the analysis of old growth habitat include information from both databases. 
TimTyp volume classes 6 and 7 are useful measurements for some habitat components 
provided by old growth. For example, “Volume class 6 and 7 have been identified as important 
habitat for such species as marten and marbled murrelets, as well as providing winter cover for 
Sitka black-tailed deer.” (page 3-25 of the DEIS). The DEIS also uses high-, medium-, and 
low-volume productive old-growth forest as measures. These forest “strata” are based on 
more than just timber volume as your comment suggests. They are based on a combination of 
“soil, volume class, slope, and GIS coverages” (page 3-23 of the DEIS). These strata are 
described on pages 3-23 to 3-24. They are standard measures for analyzing old-growth 
habitat and have been used (by the author and others) for several years. You are incorrect in 
concluding the use of these measures indicate that the author of the wildlife analysis lacks the 
professional experience in this bioregion to conduct a NEPA analysis. The author has been 
the lead wildlife biologist on several projects on the Tongass, including two large timber sales, 
the SEIS to the Forest Plan, the Forest-level roads analysis, the Swan Lake-Lake Tyee power 
line implementation and monitoring, and a mining EIS. In addition, the Forest wildlife biologist 
and other biologists from the Tongass reviewed his work. 

G-3: Please refer to the above explanation of the term “high-volume old growth” and the 
sections of the DEIS noted above to clarify the meaning of the term. 

G-4: The use of medium- and high-volume productive old growth was appropriate for the 
patch analysis because these two categories incorporate all areas with coarse canopy (high 
structure) habitat (i.e., volume class 6 and 7). Additional discussion on low-volume old growth 
has been added to the FEIS. Also, please refer to G-2. 

G-5: The section on fragmentation uses the patch size analysis to show how the proposed 
alternatives would (or would not) contribute to fragmentation. The effects on individual species 
and groups of species are discussed under the appropriate headings. The cumulative effects 
of past and proposed harvests are discussed in the cumulative effects subsection at the end of 
the chapter. 

G-6: Your question: “How much coarse canopy forest will be taken” is answered on page 3-42 
of the DEIS: “Alternative 2 would remove 60 acres... Alternative 3 (48 acres)...” Your question: 
“Cumulatively, how much of the original coarse canopy forest will have been taken?” is not 
answered here because this subsection deals with direct and indirect effects of the proposed 
actions. Cumulative effects are addressed on pages 3-55 to 3-59. The exact number of acres 
of coarse canopy forest harvested since 1979 is not known because this measure was not 
identified until after these harvests occurred. The cumulative effects analysis uses an estimate 
of productive old growth harvested as a measure. Also see our response to G-7 below. 

G-7: The actual acres harvested since 1979 that were high-value, medium-value, and low- 
value habitat is not known. One could reasonably assume that most of the harvested areas 
were high- and medium-value, but the exact amount of each is not known. It appears that 
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some low-value habitat was mixed in with the high- and medium-value based on soils. The 
cumulative effects section used an estimate of the combined medium- and high-value habitat 
as our best guess (Table 3-21 in the DEIS). We believe that this is a reasonable 
approximation of the marten habitat harvested by past and proposed timber harvests in the 
project area. 

G-8: See the response to G-6. 

G-9: See the response to G-7. 

G-10: The analysis indicates that the proposed harvest would have little effect on the deer 
population. Refer to Table 3-16 of the FEIS. 

G-1 1 : Precommercial thinning will improve summer forage and it is likely to provide more 
forage during portions of the winter than un-thinned stands of the same age. As stated in the 
DEIS, high quality winter habitat is the most limiting habitat for Sitka black-tailed deer; 
however, Hanley et al. and others note that spring and summer forage areas are also 
important. 

G-1 2: The FEIS states that the deer model is a useful tool. We do not agree that the deer 
model is over used. 

G-1 3: Wolves do use the project area as part of a larger territory. This is discussed in the 
Wildlife section. The analysis considered the habitat needs of wolves, including prey species. 
We believe that the analysis included in the EIS is appropriate. 

G-1 4: We do not agree that the discussion of the two volume class measures was pointless or 
that only structure class should be used. Refer to G-2 for a discussion of the two volume 
measurements. 

G-1 5: We believe that the analysis included in the EIS for marbled murrelets is appropriate. 

G-1 6: Refer to G-2 for an explanation of the measures used in this analysis (POG rather than 
TimTyp) and the reasons for their use. 
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From: Carolyn Elder <carobill@gustavus.ak.us> 

Date: Mon Mar 29, 2004 1 0:04:33 AM America/Anchorage 
To : alaska-tongass-juneau @fs.f ed.us 
Subject: Couverden Timber Sale 



From: Carolyn Elder, P.O. Box 225, Gustavus, A K 99R Pfi 



Dear U.S, Forest Service Planners: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this sale. Offering a timber sale that, by your own 
admission, is not economically viable seems like poor planning, a waste of taxpayer money and 
an unnecessary burden on all the Forest Service watchdogs who have to take time to argue with 
you. I would ask that you cancel the planning process. Your proposal to build 3,4 miles of new 
roads through the wilderness and clearcut 20 million board feet of marginal timber that no ohe 
seems to want strikes me as a bad idea. The renewed pressure to "get out the cut" in Southeast 
Alaska has many of us very concerned. Public hearings once allowed us to express ouri 
objections for the record, while we weighed our concerns against those of our neighbors in a 
public arena. What has happened? 

I am most concerned with aesthetic values. I wince every time I look up at the clearcuts-clearly 
visible from Gustavus-from the previous disastrous Couverden sale. While you have mad# 
some effort in the current DEIS to address aesthetic concerns, you do not address the visual 
impact from the air. Put yourselves in the shoes of a visitor, departing Juneau by air for perhaps 
a once-in-a-lifetime visit to Glacier Bay, one of the world's premier wilderness areas. Imagine 
their excitement-escaping civilization, di scovering wilderness— tu rni ng to bewilderment or shock 
as they pass over an area of such devastation. It doesn't seem to me that you have anywhere 
calculated the value of these trees standing. They have value above and beyond the stumpage 
fees they could command. Where does this enter your planning? i 



CE-t 






C5-2. 





The clearcuts already there will eventually recover, but if more are allowed now, we lose hope of 
ever getting to a sustainable situation. If cutting is to be allowed, I favor alternative 5, which will 
preserve the remaining aesthetics of the area and provide sustainable economic opportunities for CE ' h 
local residents. It makes sense, it works within the existing road network, it fits with the country, it 

is respectful of all our values, I object to the current emphasis on clear-cutting and road-building. j 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment. Carolyn Elder 
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Response to Carolyn Elder 

CE-1 : Under the Tongass Timber Reform Act, the Forest is required to seek to meet market 
demand. The Forest prepared this analysis as part of our efforts to comply with this 
requirement. This sale would only be offered when timber prices rise enough to make the sale 
economical. 

CE-2: No harvest or road building is proposed in any wilderness. The Couverden project area 
includes a well-developed road system, several bridges, and many areas that were harvested 
from 1979 to 1993. Only minor extensions of the existing road system are proposed. All 
alternatives other than Alternative 2 avoid any extension of a road into a roadless or unroaded 
area. Please refer to the discussion of Issue 1 in Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

CE-3: We do not agree that public hearings are needed to allow the public to express 
objections for the record. We believe that written comments provide a better format for 
gathering public input. There is no chance that the person commenting will be misquoted. 
Their exact words are published in the FEIS along with the agency response. The open house 
format offers a chance for all participants to review information and ask questions about the 
project. This enables each person to spend however much time they wish providing 
comments, rather than restricting each person to a brief time period in a hearing. 

CE-4: You are correct that the DEIS does not address the visual impact from the air. As per 
Forest Plan direction, visual effects are analyzed from key viewing areas (KVAs). These are 
described and discussed in the Scenery section of the DEIS. Refer to page 3-196 of the FEIS 
for the Forest Plan for a discussion of why airplane routes are not considered priority travel 
routes or KVAs. 

CE-5: The value of standing trees for wildlife habitat, scenery, and other resources are 
considered, but no dollar value has been identified. 

CE-6: Your support for Alternative 5 if any cutting is allowed is noted. Alternative 5 responds 
well to Issue 1 : avoiding road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the 
action alternatives except Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives 
to clearcutting, and to Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not 
respond well to Issue 4: timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest 
volume of the action alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would 
have the second highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose 
and Need for the project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward 
meeting the annual market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action 
alternatives. While it would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local 
economy, it would contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other 
action alternatives. Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the 
Purpose and Need section of Chapter 1. 
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Response to Page Else, Sitka Conservation Society: 
See Mark Rorick, Sierra Club (joint letter) 
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Thank you for your input 
PLEASE PRINT: 



Date: 
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Names and addresses will be added Sales EIS. Please be 

advised that by adding your name and address, you are agreeing to be part of the EIS public record. 

Please hand your comments in or MAIL BEFORE March 29, 2004, 



Comments may be mailed to: 

Couverden DEIS Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801 

E-mail comments may be sent to: comments- alaska-tongass-iunean@fs.fed.us 
Comments may be faxed to: (907) 586-8808 
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Response to John E. Erickson, Tok River Outfitters 

JEE-1: Your support of Alternative 1 is noted. 

JEE-2: Your support of Alternative 5 as a second choice is noted. 

JEE-3: The Forest is required under the Tongass Timber Reform Act to seek to meet market 
demand for timber. The Tongass Land and Resource Plan identifies LUDs where timber 
management is appropriate. The Couverden area contains two such LUDs. Refer to the 
discussion of these LUDs in Chapter 1. 
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Ccmverden Timber Sales Comments Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AX 99801-8041 

Dear Forest Service, 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment' on the Couverden timber sale DEIS. 

The current market for Tongass timber is virtually non-existent, far worse 
than during the last sale in 1985. f urge you to heed the DEIS text 
(p.2-12) stating that none of the proposed alternatives are economically 
viable under current market conditions. To find a bidder for this sale 
(which is predominantly small, low-grade hemlock) the F.S. will likely have 
to sell at base rates and offer an round log export permit, guaranteeing 
the continued loss of millions of taxpayer's money with little, if any, benefit 
to the local economy. Please do not act on the current proposed alternative 
(Alternative 3) because it is not a conscientious or defensible use of 
taxpayer dollars in these financially troubled times. The tourism 
industry, which is an important economic player icurrently will also be hurt by 
the proposed action. 

Instead, I urge you to manage the Tongass resources in support of truly 
sustainable, value-added wood products industry harvested via existing 
roadsystem, exemplified by Alternative 5 in the DEIS. I also request that you 
revise Alternative 5 to include the "in perpetuity" concept found in the 
original plan. Alternative 5 is the only economically viable harvest plan in 
the DEIS and therefore should be accepted as the FEIS preferred alternative. 

I have a few comments about the document as a whole. It cannot be helped that 
the subject matter is dry, but I found the DEIS writing style and organization 
nearly impenetrable to the average reader. If the aim was to discourage people 
from reading the DEIS, I am certain that you succeeded deterring many potential 
readers . I was also disheartened to note that the biological information you 
used regarding SE Alaska humpback whale population size in the Affected 
Environment section was quite outdated, stating that there are about 500 whales, 
when recent estimates determined that there are closer to 1,000 whales. 

Although your agency seems to summarily absolve itself of any responsibility for 
the effects of its actions on marine systems, it is not too much for the public 
to ask that you make a good faith effort to obtain current information for your 
NEPA documents . 

I also want to register my objection to the new Forest Service policy that will 
cease holding public hearings for its actions (except ANILCA subsistence) in 
Alaska. These hearings are important sources of information for the public, 
because they provide the opportunity for those affected by and commenting on 
your management actions to educate each other on the effects of proposed 
actions. It may be technically legal for your agency to make this policy 
change, but it is certainly not in the spirit of NEPA, nor is it a good way for 
your agency to build a constituency in Alaska. It is already difficult enough 
for members of the public to know that the Forest Service hears and heeds our 
comments, and shutting down public hearings as an avenue of input is clearly a 
step in the wrong direction. 

Sincerely, Christine Gabriele 



CG-1 



CG-2 



CG-3 



CG-4 



CG-5 
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Response to Christine Gabriele 

CG-1: Your opposition to the preferred alternative (Alternative 3) because it is not a 
conscientious or defensible use of taxpayer dollars is noted. This sale would not be offered 
until timber prices rise enough to make the sale economical. 

CG-2: The Forest cannot include harvesting a given volume per year “in perpetuity.” This 
proposal seeks to meet direction in the current Forest Plan, which includes harvesting timber 
from a portion of the project area (the Timber Management and Scenic Viewshed LUDs, refer 
to Figure 1-2). The current Forest Plan will be revised in the future. We have no way of 
knowing if the Couverden area will include LUDs that permit timber harvest or what standards 
and guidelines may apply during the next planning period, much less over the next 100 years. 
Standards and guidelines have changed significantly over the past 20 years and may continue 
to change as new scientific information is gained. 

It is not correct, as you state, that Alternative 5 is the only economically viable harvest plan. 
None of the proposed alternatives is economical under current market conditions. Alternative 
6 is closest to viable (-$19.9/CCF), followed by 2 (-$46.26/CCF), 3 (-$46.63/CCF), 5 
($-64.74/CCF), and 4 (-$1 10.36), in that order (DEIS Table 3-27). 

CG-3: We regret that you found the DEIS writing style and organization “nearly impenetrable 
to the average reader.” The EIS follows a template developed by the Forest to meet both the 
legal requirements of NEPA and the need to produce a clear, readable document. We note 
that some readers commented that they found the DEIS informative. 

CG-4: We are not aware of recently published information estimating that there are closer to 
1 ,000 whales in Southeast Alaska. We would appreciate a copy of your reference for this 
information. More than 3,600 humpback whales are currently estimated to exist in the Central 
North Pacific stock (NMFS Stock Assessment Report 2002, revised October 30, 2001 ). The 
estimate of 300 to 500 humpback whales entering the Inside Passage during portions of the 
spring and summer was similar to Baker et al. (1 986) estimate of 374 humpback whales for 
Southeast Alaska. 

CG-5: The Forest has not changed its public involvement process for timber sale EISs. 
Holding formal hearings has not been a requirement. Public meetings can follow, and have 
followed, various formats. For example, informal information workshops were held for the 
Madan and Skipping Cow EISs several years ago to allow members of the public to ask 
specific questions and gather general information about the project. Formal hearings were 
held in Hoonah and Gustavus for subsistence issues, as required under ANILCA. 
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Comments may be faxed to: (907) 586-8808 
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Response to Owen Graham, Alaska Forest Association 

OG-1 : Your recommendation that this timber sale be sold is noted. The sale would only be if 
timber prices increase enough that the sale would be economical. 

OG-2: Alternative 4 includes more timber in the Swanson drainage than the other alternatives. 
This alternative was not the preferred alternative because of the high cost of road 
reconstruction that would be needed to access this area. This would include crossing three 
Class I streams. 
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Dear Forest Service Officials: 



Thank you for the opportunity to comment in writing. 

I am concerned about the Forest Service's decision to forgo the public 
hearing process in favor of an "open house." If you are really interested 
in hearing and incorporating public comment into your decision making 
process, then you should be required to provide a forum where the public 
can speak "on the record." 

I believe that you do not wish to hear what you already know: this sale 
doesn't make sense financially. Your own agency paperwork states that, 

"none of the proposed alternatives would be economically viable under 
current market conditions." 

This proposed sale is reminiscent of the Golden Fleece Award the Forest 
Service won in 1986 for "appropriating and spending $51 million preparing for 
Alaskan timber sales which fost on average 83 cents on the dollar." 

Why do it again? For jobs? Your records show that Tongass timber jobs make us 
less than one half of one percent of employment in SE Alaska. This sale isn't 
financially smart. It won’t improve the recreational quality of 
Couverden. And you'll destroy wildlife habitat in the process. 

The Couverden area is a critical viewshed for overflights, cruise ships, ferries 
and a key area for fishing, hunting, hiking, and boating. We are tired of 
"seeing" our public lands plundered at tax payer expense, on directives from 
ideologues in Washington. 

Months ago a perfectly good small-scale logging operation was proposed for 
Couverden by the people of Gustavus. It was called the “citizens alternative." 
Why not try it? 

Sincerely, 

Melanie Heacox . 

P.0. Box 359 
Gustavus, Alaska 99826 



MH-1 

MH-2 

MH-3 

MH-4 

MH-5 
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Response to Melanie Heacox 

MH-1 : We do not agree that the Forest must provide a forum for the public to speak on record 
in order to hear and incorporate public comments. We believe that written comments provide 
a better format for gathering public input. There is no chance that the person commenting will 
be misquoted. Their exact words are published in the FEIS along with the agency response. 
The open house format offers a chance for all participants to review information and ask 
questions about the project. This enables each person to spend however much time they wish 
providing comments, rather than restricting each person to a brief time period in a hearing. 

MH-2: Timber would not be sold unless timber values were to increase to the point that the 
offered sale is economical. 

MH-3: We agree that the sale is not likely to greatly improve the recreational quality of the 
area, but it is also not likely to adversely affect it either. The effects on wildlife habitat are also 
not expected to be significant. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the FEIS for a discussion of these 
issues. 

MH-4: We agree that the area in an important viewshed. Refer to the Scenery analysis in 
Chapter 3 for a discussion of how possible impacts to scenery would be mitigated. Also refer 
to the response to CE-4. 

MH-5: Your support of Alternative 5 is noted. Alternative 5 responds well to Issue 1: avoiding 
road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action alternatives except 
Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to clearcutting, and to 
Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond well to Issue 4: 
timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of the action 
alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the second 
highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need for the 
project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the annual 
market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. While it 
would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it would 
contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action alternatives. 
Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the Purpose and Need 
section of Chapter 1 . 
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PO Box 32202 
Juneau, AK 99803-2202 
March 28, 2004 



Hess 



Couverden Timber Sale Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801-8041 

Dear Forest Service Official: 



RECEIVED 

H4R 9 a 2D04 

Juneau Ranger 
District 



I am writing to present my comments regarding the Couverden Timber Sale. 

Alternative 5, the derivation of the Gustavus Citizens’ Alternative is the only alternative that makes 
sense ecologically, economically and politically and I urge you to take a courageous stand in support 
of it. 

The Forest Service for many years has been offering timber sales that cost the taxpayers large sums of 
money, timber sales that require hard-to-maintain roads, timber sales which degrade water- and 
viewsheds, timber sales that cannot compete with the glut of cheap timber on the international market. 

If you do not choose Alternative 5, you will be continuing this sorry legacy. 

I understand that there are powerful forces pressuring your decision and that it is hard to ignore them. 
Nevertheless, I insist that if you do propose Alternative 5 this will not only be a sale that is 
ecologically sustainable and economically viable but also one that is politically popular. You would 
have the support of the local community, the native community and the environmental community. 

When is the last time a Forest Service timber sale had such broad appeal? 

Krt'l 

The powerful influences may not be pleased with this decision in the beginning, but I believe they 
would come around to appreciate it as it became evident that this is a solution for the common good. 
Gustavus would enjoy an indefinite timber supply, lands special to Native Alaskans would not be 
denuded, hunters would not be displaced, fishing grounds would be preserved, viewsheds would not be 
impacted and environmentalists would pleased. Not to mention that the sale would most likely be sold. 

The history of the Forest Service includes “mavericks” who bucked Agency convention in order to 
serve the public good. Arthur Carhart was an architect who refused to parcel up a beautiful lake 
because it would better serve the people retaining its pristine character. Aldo Leopold and Bob 
Marshall championed protecting land as Wilderness when many only saw value in extractive uses. 

These Forest Service employees have become legends for their foresight and activism. I urge you to 
act genuinely in the interest of the public and follow in their noble ways. 



Thank you for considering my comments. 
Sincerely, , 

M/V 

Kevin Hood 
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Response to Kevin Hood 

KH-1 : Your support of Alternative 5 is noted. Please note that Alternative 5 does not propose 
to provide a perpetual timber supply earmarked for Gustavus, as the Gustavus Community 
Association proposed. It would make between 100,000 and 500,000 board feet of timber 
available per year for ten years. It is anticipated that operators from Hoonah and Gustavus 
would bid on small sales from the Couverden area. 
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Thomas Imboden 
P.O. box 214 
Gustavus, Alaska 99825 
March 18, 2004 

Juneau Ranger District 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, Alaska 99801-8041 

Re: Couverden Timber Sale 

Dear Sir: 



In response to the proposed timber sale at the Couverden area we would like to 
offer the following concerns. First the timber in question is of a poor quality, which begs 
the question, how will multinational companies utilize this timber. Most likely the trees 
harvested will be shipped out of the area (and Southeast Alaska) in the round to overseas 
destinations. This would provide little or no economic benefit to the region. If timber is 
to be cut it should and must provide economic benefits to the local economy. 

Economic benefits to the Icy Strait area would be achieved with local individuals 
and companies being awarded the contract(s). It is clear that local companies do not have 
the resources to harvest and mill tens of millions board feet of timber. However, local 
individuals and companies could provide the framework for sustainable management of 
this valuable resource on a reduced scale. 



This leads into another concern, namely what is a sustainable yearly yield of 
timber from the Couverden area Selective and non-clear cutting is part of the answer. 
The majority of the standing timber is hemlock, with other species including cedar within 
the target area. Smaller operations have the ability, and we would argue the desire, to 
selectively cut timber allowing slower growing trees to thrive and the forest to be a 
healthy eco-system. Old growth trees make a healthy forest and provide shelter and 
sustenance to the fauna, which thrive in old growth systems. We would suggest that a 
sustainable harvest would be one million board feet annually-to be evaluated on a 
periodic routine to insure legitimacy of the logging regime based on a two hundred year 
cycle. 



Given the above, we suggest that to foster a mature and healthy forest the scale of 
the proposed sale is decreased and that concerted efforts on the part of the U.S. Forest 
Service be directed to awarding local contracts and encouraging small local entrepreneurs 
to harvest a sustainable yearly harvest 



Sincerely. 




Thomas Imboden 



Tl- \ 



TI-l 
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Response to Thomas Imboden 

TI-1: Generally, trees from the National Forest are not exported without primary milling in the 
country. In some cases, such as the large blowdown near Yakutat, an export license is 
obtained because there is no market for the logs locally. If a local market exists, logs would 
not be exported. During scoping, the mill in Hoonah said that they were interested in 
purchasing approximately 2 MMBF per year. There are also several local operators that are 
interested in purchasing 100 MBF per year. Several smaller sales extended over the decade 
could supply this market. It is also possible that only a small portion of the volume will be 
purchased. This will be determined by economic conditions and timber demand. 

TI-2: The Timber Resource Report includes an analysis of even-flow, long-term sustained 
yield for the project area. The sustainable yearly yield of timber from the Couverden area is 
approximately 9 percent of the suitable volume per decade. This includes previous and 
proposed harvests. The base year was 1979; the year the first harvest occurred. 
Approximately 342 MMBF existed prior to harvest on land currently considered suitable. 
Approximately 46.2 MMBF has been harvested from these suitable areas. This is less than 9 
percent per decade. Alternative 2 has the highest proposed harvest volume, 27.4 MMBF. 

This is less than 9 percent. The analysis assumes a 100-year rotation for the Timber 
Management LUD and a 170-year rotation for the Scenic Viewshed LUD. This analysis did not 
include thinning volume that may be harvested from second growth stands in the future. This 
information has been added to the FEIS. 

Generally, small operators lack the equipment to yard logs in selective harvest except in areas 
close to roads. Therefore, they generally require many more roads than would be needed 
where larger sales allow larger equipment to be moved in and operated. Alternative 5 
proposes to selectively harvest a large portion of the suitable timber within reach of existing 
open roads. 

TI-3: The Forest Service does consider smaller sales to local entrepreneurs as part of its 
timber sale program. Refer to the ROD for further information on this issue. 
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Couverden Timber Sales Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801-8041 

daiibau teiijjcH 

Couverden Timber Sales Ct&BlftSkfs 



I would like to submit the following comments regarding the proposed Couverden 
Timber Sale. The Draft EIS, the Final Resource Report for Wildlife (2003), and the 
knowledge gained from over twenty years of working on the Tongass National Forest 
form the base for these comments. Most of the following comments are related to the 
wildlife and biological diversity resources associated with this project. 

Comment #1 

The patch size analysis conducted in the Forest Fragmentation section starting on page 3- 

27 of the DEIS should be conducted on all of the productive old-growth (POG) in the 

project area. If you exclude the low volume old-growth habitat component from your 

analysis it is suggested that there should be a very convincing argument as to why it was i 

excluded. If low volume interior old-growth habitat is far less suitable to some old- j 

growth associated species a discussion as to why and to what degree needs to be 

presented. This convincing argument is presently missing in both the DEIS and the 

Wildlife Resource Report. 

Table 3-7 displays the various patch sizes and total number of patches within a size 

category. A relationship is then formed between this table (Table 3-7) and Table 3-9 with 

some wildlife species using optimal habitat suitability. For example, “Optimal habitat 6 ' 

use is believed to occur when patches of preferred habitat are greater than 250 acres for 

the red-breasted sap sucker (USDA Forest Service 1 997a)”. These optimal habitat 

suitability relationships discussed in the Forest Plan FEIS and used in the discussion here 

in this DEIS were formulated using a lot of scientific uncertainty. This is why these j 

optimal patch sizes were not used as units of measure in the 1 997 Forest Plan as some j 

Sort of threshold values. There are some relationships for determining the most optimum 

patch sizes for deer. Look at the chart between page L-41 and L-42 in the Deer Winter 

Habitat Capability Model for Southeast Alaska (1 993), it may help in your analysis. 

There has also been relevant recent literature published on the effective patch sizes for 

the brown creeper since the publishing of the 1997 Forest Plan. This information could be 

drawn upon to support the effective patch sizes used for the brown creeper in the DEIS. j 

In general, it is very nice to tier to Forest Plan and Forest Plan FEIS information in your | 

project level EIS’s, but unfortunately, in this case you are treading on shaky ground when j 

using these optimal patch size relationships shown in the Forest Plan FEIS. linking this i 

information to your project specific patch analysis and using this optimal patch suitability j 
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in the following discussions on direct and indirect effects sections starting on page 3-42 is 
even more unfortunate. 

The most suitable habitat for the red-breasted sapsucker as determined by the Habitat 

Capability Models for Southeast Alaska (1993) is low volume old-growth habitat because 

of the number of excavated cavities used as nest sites per plot by volume class. The patch 

analysis conducted in the DEIS totally ignores this relationship since it is specific to 

medium and high volume old-growth habitat. It is hard to understand why this species is 

used in the discussion of effects at all. If there is a present concern for this species in the CiT- ' 

project area then a discussion on effects would be necessary but this concern is not made <■„„+ 

apparent. 

It is suggested here to mention that the red-breasted sapsucker was a species used in the 
Forest Plan revision process and that this species is found in the project area but was not 
used as an Management Indicator Species for this specific project. Then move on, unless 
this species is specifically targeted by a strange group of Juneau fly tiers resulting in a 
viability concern within the project area. Common targeted species in Southeast Alaska 
are deer because of their use as a subsistence resource, and marten because they are 
commonly trapped here. 

Comment #2 



The Cumulative Effects section beginning on page 3-55 is generally weak. There is some 
pertinent information on the total amounts of POG removed historically, the existing 
amount of POG, and the possible future conditions of POG with implementation of the 
action alternatives, but this information is confusing. The discussion is mostly qualitative 
and does not tie well into any predetermined units of measure. The Cumulative Effects 
section doesn’t focus in an out of the project area on a temporal or spatial scale very well. 
This is especially important in the cumulative effects on the biological diversity resource. 

It is very apparent that the cumulative impacts for this project on the wildlife and 
biological diversity resources was a side issue. A short discussion on cumulative impacts 
may be appropriate in a project area with minimal amounts of past management activities 
but in a project area that has already had over 2,000 acres of timber harvest activities; a 
more complete discussion of the cumulative effects is necessary. For instance, it is easy 
to see that the POG within some VCU’s within the project area have been impacted to a 
greater extent than others, so a comparison on the historical amount of POG in each VCU 
with the amounts removed from each VCU (the existing condition) and amounts removed 
with the action alternatives would be very useful. This discussion would also be related 
to the loss of biological diversity (loss of old-growth habitat) in the project area. In this 
comparison it would be important to include all of the VCU land acres, not excluding 
acres that fall outside of the project area. 
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Comment #3 



Linked to the cumulative impacts is the discussion on concerns for wolf viability and 
mortality. These concerns involve looking beyond the project area to a combination of 
WAA’s or the Biogeographical Province scale. The discussion in the DEIS only pertains 
to the project area. 

Comment #4 

A short discussion of the old-growth conservation strategy adopted in the 1 997 Forest 
Plan is presented in the DEIS, yet one of the most important components of this strategy 
is left out, that is the management of the matrix lands, which are the lands outside of 
reserves, small islands, and beach buffers. In the matrix lands Forest Plan S&G’s for 
wildlife and riparian manageihent areas are incorporated. Please include a discussion on 
the importance of the matrix areas in the project area for wildlife and biological diversity 
resources. 

Comment #5 

In the discussion concerning the small Old-growth Habitat reserves on page 3-30 it is 
stated that interagency review by biologists from the Forest Service, ADF&G, and 
USFWS determined that the small OGR in VCU 1180 did not meet the appendix K 
criteria. In the Wildlife Resource Report it claims that the biologist review consisting of a 
meeting was held in 1993. The system of “Old-growth reserves” did not exist as such 
until after the revision of the Forest Plan published in 1997. Are you talking about the 
old Habitat Conservation Areas here? 

An interagency review of the small OGR’s should have occurred as a result of this 
project. VCU’s that are completely contained within or portions of VCUs within the 
project area should also have been reviewed regardless if management activities are 
taking place in these VCU’s or not.. It may also be necessary to look at the Small OGR’s 
in VCU’s that are completely outside but adjacent to the project area as recommended in 
TPIT (1998). Please send me the completed interagency biologist review of the small 
OGR’ s for this proj ect. 

Comment #6 

The term “ old-growth dependent species” is used throughout the DEIS and the Wildlife 
resource report, specifically on pages 3-21 and 3-26. It is suggested that this term should 
be replaced with “old-growth associated wildlife species”. There are very few wildlife 
species that are obligate users of old-growth habitat on the Tongass National Forest. 

Some wildlife species that could be suggested as being old-growth obligate users are the 
marbled murrelet, the brown creeper, and perhaps some raptor species, but to suggest that 
deer are old-growth dependent may be an inaccurate statement. There is plenty of 
scientific evidence that suggests that Sitka black-tailed deer may need old-growth habitat 
structure that functions as very critical habitat under some very harsh weather conditions 
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due to deep and persisting snow conditions, but to state that this wildlife species and 
many others are “old-growth dependent “may be incorrect. 

Comment #7 

The maps on pages 1-5, 2-17, 2-19, 2-21, 2-23, 2-25 and 2-27 do not show any 
topographical features (particularly elevation contour lines) which are extremely 
important in this area of Southeast Alaska. Portions of some of the Old-growth Habitat 
LUD’s are only shown on the LUD map (Figure 1-2) and not on the alternative maps. 
There is not a way to view the habitat types contained within the small OGR’s in VCU’s 
1190 and 1200 since they are not on the alternative maps. VCU 1170 should be removed 
from the analysis since there are not any timber harvest or road building activities 
presented in this VCU. It is stated in Table 3-10 that “the small OGR in VCU 1170 
would be revised if timber harvest is proposed in this VCU in the future”. This VCU 
should be removed from the project area and the project area should be reduced 
accordingly. This is a good example of how to reduce impacts to wildlife and biological 
diversity resources by expanding the project area and concentrating timber harvest and 
road building in specific VCU’s within the project area. 

It is impossible to tell from the DEIS if other options for the small OGR’s were 
considered in lower elevations of VCU’s 1 190, 1200, and 1180. They may meet the land 
allocation requirements in Appendix K of the 1997 Forest Plan but do these small OGR’s 
meet the intent of the old-growth conservation strategy? Do other options that may 
contain past managed stands and roads contain more suitable habitat for wildlife? Can 
existing roads be closed or obliterated and silvicultural treatments applied to managed 
stands to help accelerate these stands into areas that have the composition and structure 
necessary for some old-growth associated wildlife species? 

Comment #8 

The statement “The current road density in the project area is 0.5 mile per square mile, 
which is below the level at which marten populations have been reported to decline at a 
greater rate (Suring et al. 1992b)” is inaccurate. The level at which marten populations 
may start to decline is at 0.2 miles of road per square mile and beyond this figure a 
progressive decrease in marten winter habitat capability is shown leveling off a 0.6 miles 
of road per square mile. At 0.6 miles of road per square mile nearly 90% of the habitat 
capability for marten is lost due to over trapping according to the Habitat Capability 
Models for Wildlife in Southeast Alaska (1993). Recent telemetry studies in the 
Petersburg area seem to support these results. 

Comment #9 

Why is the HSI value for deer grouped into three categories of quality based on a system 
of ranking on the forest? This is a value judgment and more description is required here 
to support this value judgment. The revised excel spreadsheet version of the deer winter 
habitat capability model developed by Eugene DeGayner should be used in this project 
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area. The outputs of this model should be based upon the potential number of animals 
that the project area could possibly support. This can be illustrated using a hypothetical 
example; if the project area has the habitat capability to support 1,000 animals before any 
management activities took place (the historical condition) and presently supports 700 
animals it would indicate a 30% reduction in habitat capability due to past management 
activities. With the proposed action a new habitat capability figure of 600 animals occurs 
resulting in a 14% reduction in the existing habitat capability and a 40% reduction in the 
historical habitat capability in the project area. 

The deer winter habitat capability model can also be used as a tool to determine small 
OGR options within a particular VCU incorporating the importance of the existing matrix 
lands. For example, if the existing small OGR is presently 16% of the land area of the 
VCU yet contains only 10% of the winter deer habitat capability of the entire project area 
then this OGR might not be placed in the best position for deer habitat capability as 
identified in appendix K of the Forest Plan. If an OGR option is designed in the same 
VCU that contains 16% of the land area yet contains 50% of the entire VCU’s habitat 
capability for deer but also contains 300 acres of managed stands and 3 miles of road then 
this is a viable small OGR option and relates well with appendix K criteria for deer 
habitat capability and should be presented to the IDT and deciding officer for discussion 
and possible selection. This is related to comment #7 above. 

Summary 

The wildlife and biological diversity resource information presently displayed in the 
Couverden Timber Sales DEIS and commented upon here does not give adequate and 
correct information to the public. The DEIS does not disclose all of the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative effects of this proposal on these resources. The information presented is 
currently inadequate to the degree that an informed decision on this project would seem 
to be impossible without corrections. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this 
proposal. 



Box 1612 

Petersburg, Ak 99833 
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Response to Glen Ith 

GI-1: Additional information on the patch size analysis has been added to the FEIS. 

GI-2: We do not agree that the cumulative effects section is generally weak; however, the 
cumulative loss of POG per VCU has been added to the FEIS, as requested. 

GI-3: Considering the cumulative loss of habitat in such a large area as the biogeographical 
province only serves to demonstrate that the proposed alternatives would have only a very 
minor impact because the proposed harvest under any of the alternatives would affect a very 
tiny portion the province, or of the POG in the province. The biogeographical province 
includes a large national park, a wilderness, and other protected areas. There are nearly 
664,000 acres in the biogeographical province, approximately 155,000 acres of which are 
POG (refer to page 19 of the Wildlife Resource Report). 

GI-4: A discussion of the role that the matrix lands play in the Forest’s conservation strategy 
has been added to the FEIS, as you suggested. 

GI-5: The interagency review of the old-growth reserve in VCU 1180 was completed in 2003, 
not 1993. The date in the resource report is a typo. The interagency review was completed in 
conjunction with this project. Please see the discussion on page 3-30 of the DEIS. 

GI-6: You are correct; there are few Tongass species that are old-growth dependent. The 
term “old-growth dependent species” has been changed to “old-growth associated species” in 
the FEIS, as you suggested. 

GI-7: Many maps do not show contour lines because there is a limit to how much information 
can be presented on a map before it becomes so “busy” that it can no longer be read. 

Detailed maps are shown for each proposed unit that do include 10-foot contour lines, stream 
class, stream buffers, and other features at a scale that permits the reader to distinguish them. 
These maps are displayed in Appendix B of the DEIS. A portion of VCU 1 1 70 was included in 
the project area because it contains LUDs that are suitable for timber management and these 
LUDS are contiguous with the land considered for harvest in the other VCUs. This part of the 
south Chilkat Peninsula forms a natural area for consideration for harvest at this time. The IDT 
decided not to extend the existing road the short distance into this VCU at this time, but we 
believe that the current project area boundary is reasonable. 

GI-8: Thank you for your clarification about the effects of roads on marten. This information 
has been added to the FEIS. 

GI-9: The current version of the deer model was used to determine the effects on deer and to 
help identify which areas should be included in the small old-growth reserve. This is the model 
developed by Eugene DeGayner that you suggested we use. Please note that all action 
alternatives would enlarge the existing old-growth reserve in VCU 1180 based on interagency 
recommendations. The proposed old-growth reserve does not contain any roads or harvested 
areas. 
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March 8, 2004 



Supervisor's Office 
Tongass National Forest 

Re: Timber sale on the Chilkat Peninsula 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I was surprised to read the article in the Juneau Empire regarding this 
timber sale. I live in Juneau and recreate in and around the Chilkat 
Peninsula. The Point Couverden area is utilized by a significant number 
of Northern Southeast residents for commercial fishing and recreation. 
Articles we have read in the Juneau Empire and news casts on KTOO indicate 
that the volume and quality of the timber being offered is of such low 
value that it is uneconomical for the small mill owners perceived by USFS 
as potential buyers of the sale. Any timber logging in this area is 
detrimental to my enjoyment of the natural beauty and environment. My 
family has only begun to enjoy the environment surrounding the Chilkat 
Peninsula. To see our recreational use and the beauty of this area 
degraded by logging for little or no positive economic gain is senseless. 

I grew up with logging and it's consequences in Colorado. I remember 
seeing the land stripped bare and the old stack saw mills with the air 
pollutants. I realize we are a long way from those days (just 34 small 
years ago) however, my understanding is that timber sales on the Tongass 
National Forest lose money and undoubtedly harm the environment. 

Please consider this a strong objection to this timber sale. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine M. Johnson 
4507 Rosedale St. 

Juneau, AK 99801 
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CMJ-2 
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Response to Catherine M. Johnson 

CMJ-1 : Your statement that any timber logging in this area is detrimental to your enjoyment of 
the natural beauty and environment is noted. 

CMJ-2: Timber would not be sold unless timber values were to increase to the point that the 
offered sale is economical. 
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Po Box 1 49 
Skagway, AK 
99840 

March 18th 2004 

Juneau Ranger District 
8465 Old Dairy Rd 
Juneau, AK 
99801-8041 




•JUTseau Banfja 
•Sistrset 



Dear Juneau Ranger District, 



This is a letter concerning the Cpuverden Timer Sales. I have read the Environmental I 

Impact Statement for the proposed project and I would like to first say that I am against any JJ- \ 
new logging in the Tongass National Forest. So that would put me in support of Alternative , 
One, no action. i 



These projects in the past have cost taxpayers millions of dollars and I don’t see the 
justification in making these mistakes again. Logging in these wild areas is environmentally 
destructive as well. Also being that tourism plays such a large role In south east Alaska’s 
economy, how can such an eyesore between Juneau and Glacier Bay, which thousands of 
people travel to and from, be supportable? 



7 J-L 




For a harvest yield of twenty million board feet of timber, this has me wondering who is —i 
really reaping the benifits of helping to destroy some of the last parts of our pristine T3-J 

wilderness. I 



The EIS is very informative and is the main source for me forming my opinion on this i 

project. Once again I am against any new logging in the Tongass and support Alternative 7 J-H 

One in the EIS, no action. I 

Thank you for your time and I look forward to hearing your response. 
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Response to Jason Jones 

JJ-1: Your support of Alternative 1 is noted. Alternative 1 would not meet the Purpose and 
Need for the project, as stated in Chapter 1 of the EIS. Alternative 1 would not manage the 
timber resource on suitable timber lands for production of saw timber and other wood 
products, it would not contribute to meeting the annual market demand for Tongass National 
Forest timber (including the needs of the local community), provide opportunities for resource 
uses that contribute to the local and regional economies, or support a wide range or natural- 
resource employment opportunities within Southeast Alaska. 

JJ-2: Your comments about the loss of money, the destruction of wild areas, and the 
importance of tourism are noted. 

JJ-3: The proposed units are in a roaded area. They are not in or near a wilderness. Please 
note that Alternative 2 includes a small amount of area within the inventoried roadless area, 
(19 acres) but the other alternatives, including the preferred alternative, do not. 

JJ-4: We are pleased to read that you found the DEIS informative. 
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BEAR CREEK OUTFITTERS 

FLY FISHING- QUOTE SERVICE 

9723 Trappers Lane Juneau, Alaska 99801 
(907) 789-3914 phone/fax info@flyflshsoutheast.com 
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March 29, 2004 

Juneau Ranger District 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK. 99801 
Fax 586.8808 ", 

RE: Couverden Proposed Timber Sale 

Dear USFSv - 









Juneau. Ranger 

District 



As a special use permit holder for the anadroraous streams located in the Couverden 
Timber Sale Area 1 support the citi zen's alternative, developed by- the community of - ' 
Gustavus. Tois alternative best balances the needs of local guides and recreationalists 
with those of small-scale timber operators and excludes neither. I urge you to select this 
alternative. 



Thanks. 




MK-1 



Mark Kaeike . 
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Response to Mark Kaelke 

MK-1 : Your support for Alternative 5 is noted. Alternative 5 responds well to Issue 1 : avoiding 
road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action alternatives except 
Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to clearcutting, and to 
Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond well to Issue 4: 
timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of the action 
alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the second 
highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need for the 
project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the annual 
market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. While it 
would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it would 
contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action alternatives. 
Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the Purpose and Need 
section of Chapter 1 . 
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Couverden Timber Sales Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Rd. 

Juneau, AK 99801-8041 
comments-alaska-tonqass-J uneau <8 fs.fed. us 



March 29, 2004 



Dear Project Leader: 



The Forest Service has recognized that no Forest Service program carries with it more potential for the 
environmental degradation of soil, water, and visual resources than does road building (USDA Forest Service 
1973). The cumulative effect of habitat fragmentation, stream sedimentation, road kills, and the stimulation of 
further development and resulting habitat destruction makes roads a leading threat to biodiversity (Noss 1994). 
Maximizing the biological potential of Couverden and allowing timber harvest is best met by Alternative 5. This 
alternative will not build additional roads and would not re-open closed roads within the project area. 



CK-1 



Alternative 5 allows timber harvest to occur over 10 years. This spreads out impacts over a long period and avoids 
the impact from heavy use that would occur with other harvest proposals. This alternative was proposed by the 
citizens that would be most impacted by this timber sale. The citizens of Gustavus has devised a proposal that will 
keep a few small-scale local loggers supplied with timber indefinitely while maintaining the character and habitat 
values of the Couverden area 



CK-2 



I encourage the Forest Service to be responsive and responsible to the citizens that are concern for the character, 
habitat, and use of the Couverden area by adopting Alternative 5 as the preferred alternative. 



Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
Sincerely Yours, 







Chris Kent 
P.O. Box 20571 
Juneau, AK 99802-0571 
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Response to Chris Kent 

CK-1 : Your comments on the Forest Service’s timber sale program are noted. 

CK-2: Your support of Alternative 5 is noted. Alternative 5 responds well to Issue 1: avoiding 
road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action alternatives except 
Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to clearcutting, and to 
Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond well to Issue 4: 
timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of the action 
alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the second 
highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need for the 
project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the annual 
market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. While it 
would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it would 
contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action alternatives. 
Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the Purpose and Need 
section of Chapter 1 . 
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Response to Margaret Leibowitz 

ML-1 : Your support for Alternative 5 and the attached newspaper articles written by Paul 
Barnes and Russell Heath in support of that alternative are noted. Alternative 5 responds well 
to Issue 1: avoiding road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action 
alternatives except Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to 
clearcutting, and to Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond 
well to Issue 4: timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of 
the action alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the 
second highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need 
for the project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the 
annual market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. 
While it would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it 
would contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action 
alternatives. Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the 
Purpose and Need section of Chapter 1. 
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Response to Tania Lewis 

TL-1 : Your disappointment with the proposed action because of the large acreage of clearcuts 
and miles of new roads proposed is noted. However, your statement that 313 acres of 
clearcuts would be visible from KVAs in Icy Strait is not correct. Between 0 and 5 acres of the 
proposed clearcuts in the proposed action, Alternative 3 (which is also the preferred 
alternative), would be visible from any of the KVAs except KVA 4 (refer to Tables 3-36 to 3-41 
in the DEIS). Portions of 13 units with a clearcut with reserves prescription (totaling 
approximately 171 acres) would be visible from KVA 4. Concentrating reserve trees in the 
visible portions of these units would mitigate this. Refer to Figures 3-15 and 3-17 for photos of 
the current view from KVA 4 and the projected view after harvest as proposed under 
Alternative 3. 

TL-2: Timber would not be sold unless timber values increase to the point that the offered sale 
is economical. 

TL-3: Your support for Alternative 5 because of the long-term benefit to residents of Gustavus 
and the more pristine forest that would remain for deer, bear, marten, and subsistence 
activities is noted. Your statement that there would be no cost to the taxpayers if Alternative 5 
is adopted is not correct. All costs incurred to study the area, including preparation of the EIS, 
repair and maintenance of roads and the LTF, and administration of the small sales would still 
be borne by the taxpayers. The small sales would generate less income to offset this 
investment than the preferred alternative, or Alternatives 2 and 6. Refer to Table 3-27 of the 
DEIS. 
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Re: comments on Couverden Timber Sales Draft Environmental Impact Statement 



To Whom it May Concern: 

The following comments are submitted by the Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 
(SEACC) and The Wilderness Society on the Couverden Timber Sales Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The proposed action for the Couverden project 
area is to log approximately 20 million board feet (mmbf) of old-growth timber and 
construct 3.4 miles of new, permanent roads and 1.8 miles oftemporary roads., 

SEACC is a coalition of eighteen volunteer citizen conservation groups in fourteen SEA^'i 

communities across Southeast Alaska, from Ketchikan to Yakutat. Our individual 

members include commercial and sport fishermen, Alaska Natives, tourism and 

recreation business owners, small-scale high-value added wood product manufacturers, 

hunters and guides, and Southeast Alaskans from all walks of life. We are dedicated to 

safeguarding the integrity of Southeast Alaska's unsurpassed natural environment while 

providing for the sustainable use of our region's resources. . 

The Wilderness Society (TWS), founded in 1935, is a non-profit membership 
organization devoted to preserving wilderness and wildlife, protecting America’s prime 
forests, parks, rivers, deserts, and shore lands, and fostering an American land ethic. 

TWS has approximately 200,000 members nationwide, with about 700 in Alaska. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In the 1997 Record of Decision (ROD) for the revised Tongass Land Management Plan 
(TLMP), the Regional Forester directed the Forest Supervisor and District Rangers “to 
increase their efforts in collaborative stewardship within the communities of Southeast 
Alaska.” 1997RODat42. Although the Forest Service has missed important 
opportunities to. collaborate with local communities on the north Tongass in the past, 
specifically on timber sale planning in Tenakee Met, we appreciate the collaborative 
efforts of the Juneau Ranger District has made with citizens from Gustavus so far during 

' ALASKA SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FOREST DWELLERS, Point Baker * ALASKANS FOR JUNEAU * CHICHAGOF CONSERVATION COUNCIL, Tenakee . - 

CUSTOMARY & TRADITIONAL GATHERING COUNCIL OF KAKE • FRIENDS OF BERNERS BAY. Juneau * FRIENDS OF GLACIER BAY. Gustavus - JUNEAU AUDUBON SOCIETY 
JUNEAU GROUP SIERRA CLUB - LOWER CHATHAM CONSERVATION SOCIETY. Port Alexander • LYNN CANAL CONSERVATION. Haines • NARROWS CONSERVATION 
COALITION. Petersburg ♦ LISIANSKI INLET RESOURCE COUNCIL, Pelican * PRINCE OF WALES CONSERVATION LEAGUE. Craig • SITKA CONSERVATION SOCIETY 
TONGASS CONSERVATION SOCIETY. Ketchikan • TAKE' CONSERVATION SOCIETY. Juneau * WRANGELL RESOURCE COUNCIL • YAKUTAT RESOURCE CONSERVATION COUNCIL 
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this planning process, in particular, the District’s willingness to consider an alternative in 
the DEIS that reflect some of the recommendations offered by those citizens. This 
alternative meets the needs of small, local wood manufacturers in the area for a stable 
supply of timber, as well as minimizing environmental effects. 

We are concerned, however, that it appears the Forest Service took inadequate steps to 
collaborate with the Hoonah Indian Association prior to defining the proposed action for 
this project or selecting it as the “preferred” alternative in the DEIS. We would have 
expected the Forest Service to have begun its govemment-to-govemment contacts very 
early in this planning process with the Association, as the federally recognized Tribal 
Government for the Hoonah Tlingit. As pointed out in comments submitted by the 
Association on this DEIS, the Couverden Project Area falls within the recognized 
boundaries of their customary and traditional use area and is considered a “place of origin 
within Huna Traditional Territory.” 1 

Given the Hoonah Indian Association’s opposition to the agency’s “preferred” level of 
development for this project, as well as preference for “small scaled, sustainable timber 
operations,” we strongly encourage the Forest Service to take this opportunity to address 
the concerns of both the Association and residents of Gustavus with this proposal. 

Perhaps such collaboration can result in a decision that properly recognizes the values of 
this culturally significant land, provides a truly sustainable supply of timber for nearby 
small-scale operators, and makes both ecological and economic sense. Both SEACC and 
TWS stand ready to work with all involved to contribute to reaching such an outcome. 

II. ALTERNATIVES 



<TEACC-Z 




The range of alternatives considered by the Forest Service was quite broad. We 
particularly appreciate the Forest Service’s decision to include an alternative reflecting 
some of the recommendations offered by residents of Gustavus. Closer inspection of the 
DEIS, however, raises some big questions about how accurately the Forest Service 
followed the citizen recommendations in constructing Alternative 5. 

Our biggest concern relates to the size of this alternative. As noted in the DEIS, “[tjhis 
alternative would seek to make 100 thousand board feet (mbf) to 500 mbf of timber 
available to local operators each year for 10 years.” DEIS at 2-9. Given the stated 
purpose of the alternative to provide 1 to 5 million board feet to local operators over the 
next 10 years, why does the Alternative 5 disclosed in the DEIS call for logging 8 million 
board feet? What effect does inflating the timber offered under this alternative have on 
timber sale economics, important cultural and heritage resources, and wildlife? For 
example, Alternative 5 contains portions of several units that may adversely affect areas 
used as travel corridors for moose, deer, bear, and marten. See DEIS at 3-3 1 . To what 
extent could these effects have been minimized or avoided if the Forest Service hadn’t 
nearly doubled the volume originally proposed by Gustavus residents for considered 
under this alternative? We strongly recommend the Forest Service work closely with 

1 Letter from Wright Jr., President of Hoonah Indian Association to USFS (March 1, 
2004)(Couverden timber sale comments). 
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residents of Gustavus and the Hoonah Indian Association to reconfigure Alternative 5 in 
a manner that fully addresses their needs and concerns. 



J 



III. ADEQUACY OF ANALYSIS OF TIMBER SALE ECONOMICS, INCLUDING 
ANNUAL MARKET DEMAND, ECONOMIC EFFICIENCY, AND PUBLIC 
INVESTMENT ANALYSIS. 

A. Timber Supply and Market Demand Analysis Relies on Outdated, 

Incomplete, Unreliable, or Undisclosed Data. 

The discussions in the DEIS relating to timber supply and annual market demand present 
many of the same concerns that SEACC has addressed in our appeals of other recent 
timber sales. We raise these concerns now at the DEIS stage to give the Forest Service 
the opportunity to address theta fully. 

The DEIS cites to several Forest Service documents that form the basis for many of the 
calculations presented. The caveat to use the most current, and when available, actual 5 £ACt-i> 

rather than estimated, data available is clearly stated in at least one of these documents: 
use the “most current data available.” 2 NEPA also requires the Forest Service to use 
information of high quality, ensure the professional integrity of the discussions and 
analysis and identify the methodologies used, and independently evaluate the information 
submitted to it by the applicant or EIS contractor. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 1500.1(b), 1502.24, 

1506.5(a). In enacting the Data Quality Act, Congress further attempted to ensure that the j 

information federal agencies use and disseminate meet certain quality standards. 3 } 

Although the Forest Service has adopted guidelines to comply with the Data Quality j 

Act, 4 much of the data presented in the DEIS is outdated, incomplete, or unreliable. I 

1. Industry Employment 

In describing timber industry employment in the DEIS, the Forest Service relies upon 
data showing annual logging levels by ownership and region-wide employment totals. 

Chapter 3 of the DEIS, however, only provides data on cutting levels from 1983 to 2001. 

Since the Forest Service has issued Cut and Sold Reports for FY02 and FY03, why 
wasn’t this updated information used in the DEIS? Although Table A-l in Appendix A 
(at A-8) indicates that nearly 34 mmbf was cut from the Tongass in 2002, it discloses no 
data on the volume cut in FY 2003. We know the agency has this information. Why 
isn’t it used in the DEIS? 

A problem with the employment data disclosed in the DEIS is that it only refers to S£AC£-? 

region-wide employment levels. In May 2003, SEACC received tabulated data from the j 



2 USDA Forest Service, Alaska Region, Report RR10-MB-413, Responding to the Market 
Demand for Tongass Timber at 30 (April 2000)(hereinafter “ Responding to the Market Demand 
for Tongass Timber ”) 

3 See Treasury and General Government Appropriation Act of Fiscal Year 2001, Pub. L. No. 105-544, § 

515 Appendix C, 1 14 Stat. 2763A-153 (2000). 

4 See http://www.ocio.usda.gov/irm/qi_guide 
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Forest Service showing Tongass-related employment from 1982 through the first 2 
quarters of 2002. 3 Now, nearly 1 year later, we assume the Forest Service has updated 
figures for Tongass-related employment. Why would the Forest Service not disclose and 
use this updated data? 

2. Basis for Timber Supply and Market Demand Analysis 

The Timber Sale Economics section of the DEIS presents a discussion of timber supply 
and market demand, stating that “[determining market demand is a complex process.” 
DEIS at 3-62. The reader is directed to Appendix A for a detailed explanation and to the 
1997 TLMP. Here again we have concerns with the timeliness and the sources of the 
data used. 



5EACC-? 

Co At. 




As noted both in the DEIS and in Appendix A, an examination of annual market demand 
is necessary to justify how much timber will be offered in a given fiscal year, and “annual 
market demand is analogous to assessing industry performance in the short-term.” Id.; 

DEIS at A-6. Yet, the public is hindered in comprehending these discussions because the 

Forest Service has not clearly identified its data source, has chosen to use outdated data, $ t Act' 8 

or has chosen simply to ignore available data. 

The DEIS should identify and explain recent indicators of the severe market malaise 

affecting demand for Tongass timber. These include the large number of contract 

extensions 6 or cancellations 7 resulting from weak markets, the large number of sales not 

receiving bids, 8 as well as the significant differences between the assumptions underlying 

Brooks and Haynes’s 1997 projections and actual conditions today. 9 We note that much 

of this information should be readily available in the Timber Supply and Demand Reports 

that Section 706(a) of ANELCA requires the Forest Service to prepare annually. The last 

Section 706(a) report prepared by the Forest Service was for FY 2000. For the record, 

we dispute the validity of this last report because the Forest Service did not consult with 

SEACC and others, as directed by Congress, before submitting this report to Congress. I 

See Section 706(c) of ANILCA, 16 U.S.C. §539e(c). i 



5 See Exhibit 1: Guy Robertson, U.S. Forest Service, Employment in the Wood Products Industry 
in Southeast Alaska, 1982-2002 data provided to SEACC, May 2003. 

6 See Notice of Extension of Certain Alaska Timber Sale Contracts, 67 Fed. Reg. 511 65-67 (Aug. 
7, 2002) 

7 See Exhibit 2: USDA Forest Service Press Release, USDA Forest Service Offers Timber Sale 
Contract Cancellations to Southeast Lumber Companies, (Jan. 9, 2004); List of Timber Sales that 
may be cancelled pursuant to Section 339 of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act for 2004 (Jan. 9, 2004). 

8 See Exhibit 3: USDA Forest Service, Bid Information for Tongass NF Timber Sales FY 2000 to 
10/6/03, obtained by SEACC from Gene Miller, Region 10 TIM Coordinator, Oct. 6, 2003. This 
table shows that 88% of 180 Tongass timber sales offered for sale during FY 2000 through FY 
2003 received either 1 bid or no bids. 

9 See Alaska Dept, of Labor and Workforce Dev., Alaska Economic Trends (Dec. 2003). 
Available from the website: http://labor.state.ak.us/trends/trends03.htm 
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The Timber Sale Economics section should include an analysis of the monetary effects of 
preparing sales that do not attract bidders, specifically previous Couverden offerings (see, 
infra, note 14 at 9) coupled with the effects associated with extending or canceling timber 
sale contracts. We also request that a current list of sales cancelled pursuant to Section 
339 ( see Exhibit 2) , their associated volumes, and the effects of the cancellations on 
timber economics be included. What do these recent cancellations tell us about market 
conditions for Tongass timber? What are the benefits derived from canceling 
uneconomical sales only to turn around and offer additional uneconomical sales? Are the 
volumes from cancelled contracts added back into Pool 2, and, if so, are those volumes 
reflected in Table A-2 (DEIS at A-l 1)? 

According to the DEIS, “[t]he Regional Office annually updates actual estimates [of the 
volume of timber likely to be processed by the industry] for each year. DEIS at 3-64. 

Yet, nearly 2 quarters into FY'2004, the analysis in the DEIS continues to rely upon old 
data in Tongass Timber Sale Procedures, Fiscal Year 2003 to identify timber supply 
objectives and predict annual market demand. See id.; Appendix A at A-7. Please clarify 
exactly what the agency means by describing these estimates as “actual.” Moreover, if 
the Regional Office actually updates its estimates of demand annually, why weren’t the 
estimates actually updated for FY 2004 used in this DEIS? 

The DEIS also fails to disclose the data and analysis relied upon to justify the conclusion 
that 151 MMBF was needed to be offered to meet timber supply objectives for Fiscal 
Year 2003. In addition, no analysis directly compares this estimate with what actually 
happened in 2003 - the Forest Service offered 88.8 MMBF, sold 36.5 MMBF, and 
industry cut roughly 35 MMBF. 10 Despite these actual numbers, the Forest Service 
continues to assert that market demand is “expected to average 168 MMBF per year.” 
DEIS at A-17. The Forest Service should update and disclose the results of this 
procedure for Fiscal Year 2004, using readily available evidence of actual market 
demand for Tongass timber. 

In the course of updating the procedures, we encourage the Forest Service to accurately 
and realistically represent current mill capacity and utilization rates. The actual 
information used by agency experts to calculate its estimates of annual demand under the 
Timber Sale Procedures must be disclosed in the FEIS. Without this information, the 
public cannot be assured that the Forest Service took a hard look at the relevant 
information in reaching its demand estimates. 



10 See Exhibit 4: Volume of Timber Offered, Sold, and Cut by Independent, Non-pulp Mill 
Purchasers. As noted in this Exhibit, we deducted the 16 rnmbf cut by Ketchikan Public Utilities 
pursuant to a special use permit to clear the powerline corridor for the Swan Lake - Lake Tyee 
Intertie. If not for this right-of-way clearing, the volume actually cut by Tongass timber operators 
would have only been about 35 nrmbf. 
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3. It is Unreasonable for Forest Service to Rely on Brook and Haynes 
Projections. 

The DEIS explains that the basis for the long-term demand projections were documented 
in Timber Products Output and Timber Harvest in Alaska: Projections for 1997-2010 
(Brooks and Haynes 1997). DEIS at 3-64. We have several significant problems with 
the Forest Service’s reliance on Brooks and Haynes to justify this timber sale. 

First, the ROD for the 1997 TLMP erroneously interpreted the May 15 Brooks and 
Haynes draft by concluding that the demand projections contained in that draft are “for 
sawlogs suitable for producing lumber in Southeast Alaska mills.” See ROD for 1997 
Tongass Plan at 25. In fact, the projections encompassed both sawlogs and utility logs. 
This error led to an assumption in the Tongass Plan decision that an annual logging level 
of between 130 mmbf and 296 mmbf would be needed to satisfy the projections in the 
May 15 Brooks and Haynes draft. Id. The erroneous interpretation of the May 15 
Brooks and Haynes draft caused the Regional Forester to seek to provide a supply of 
timber that was significantly higher than necessary to meet the actual Brooks and Haynes 
projections. In so doing, the Forest Service allocated significantly more land for timber 
production than was necessary to meet the Brooks and Haynes projected market demand. 
Consequently, the Forest Service lacks a reasonable basis for the statement in the DEIS 
that “all suitable timberlands will eventually be scheduled for harvest to meet the current 
and projected demand for raw material in Southeast Alaska.” DEIS at A-17. 

Secondly, the Forest Service makes no attempt in the DEIS to verify the accuracy or 
inaccuracy of Brooks and Haynes assumptions about industry’s ability to recover some of 
the markets lost to other producers, export all manufacturing residues, and make gains in 
technical efficiency. Brooks and Haynes also assumed that North America would 
maintain a certain share of Japanese softwood lumber imports and the assumption that 15 
to 35 percent of Alaska’s lumber production would go to domestic markets. In order to 
take a hard look at the effect of market demand, both annually and over the long-term, the 
Forest Service must disclose and discuss actual market conditions faced by the Tongass 
timber industry in 2004 and compare those conditions with the assumptions made by 
Brooks and Haynes in 1997. 

We also find it interesting that the Forest Service only refers to Brooks and Haynes when 
discussing long-term market demand. See DEIS at A-7. Our analysis of Morse’s Timber 
Sale. Procedures shows that those procedures use Brooks and Haynes’ general projections 
of logging levels as the floor for estimates of expected timber purchases. Given the 
extraordinary market changes that have occurred since 1997 and the fact that 90-95% of 
existing sales cannot be operated profitably 11 , please explain why the Forest Service 
relies on general, externally derived and overly high forecast of logging levels to predict 
annual market demand. For example, according to Table A-l, Projected National Forest 
Harvest for Market Demand, Brooks and Haynes projected that timber operators would 
cut 1 3 1 .9 mmbf in the low market scenario in 2004. See DEIS at A-8. Yet, this level of 



1 1 See Exhibit 5 : Memorandum from Steve Brink, Deputy Regional Forester for Natural 
Resources, to Chief of the U.S. Forest Service (March 28, 2002). 
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cutting has been reached by independent purchasers only twice in the last 20 years. 
Despite this, Morse’s Timber Sale Procedures assume that logging levels will be 131.9 
mmbf in 2004 regardless of real market conditions or actual cutting levels. Why, given 
what the Forest Service knows about actual market conditions, would the Forest 
Service’s formula for calculating annual market demand assume that operators will cut at 
levels among the highest ever for independent operators? 

Other comments and questions regarding the information or analysis contained in 
Appendix A are summarized below: 

• Why hasn’t Table A-l been updated to include actual logging levels for FY 2003? 

• Table A-l also references an analysis conducted prior to the beginning of each 
fiscal year that determines “if the projection [of cutting levels] meets the 
anticipated need.” DEIS at A-8. The Forest Service needs to disclose the results 
of this analysis for FY 2004, as well as the information used by agency experts to 
support that determination in the FEIS. 

• The poor formatting for the rows of data used for Table A-2 makes it almost 
impossible to understand this information. In addition, the FEIS needs to disclose 
the pipeline pool volume proposed for FY 2004, as well as the actual volumes cut 
by mill operators in FY 2003. 

• The DEIS claims that 45.9 mmbf of timber volume is either remanded on appeals 
and/or enjoined in litigation. See DEIS, Table A-3 at A-l 1. Please identify 
precisely what volume from what timber sales is incorporated into this figure. 

• The Tongass Ten Year Timber Sale Plan for FY 2004 is currently available at the 
Tongass National Forest website. Please use this current plan for Table A-5. DEIS 
atA-16. 

• The DEIS claims that the volume of timber needed to maintain Pool 1 is 562 
mmbf. See DEIS, at A- 17. Please explain the basis for this figure. 

B. Where is the Economic Efficiency Analysis? 

In describing the Purpose and Need for this timber sale, the Forest Service claims that 
this sale is intended to respond to several goals and objectives of the Forest Plan. One 
of those goals calls for managing the timber resource in an “economically efficient 
manner.” See DEIS at 1-4. The DEIS, however, concludes that “[n]one of the proposed 
alternatives would be economically viable under current market conditions.” Given this 
unambiguous statement, how can the Forest Service justify any of these alternatives as 
being economically efficient? 

Instead of conducting an economic efficiency analysis, the Forest Service relies instead 
upon a “financial efficiency analysis.” While we agree that such an analysis can provide 
a tool for comparing alternatives, we remain at lost to explain how such an analysis will 
help decision makers determine if an alternative is, in fact, economically efficient. 
Without this information, how can the Forest Service conclude that any of these 
alternatives satisfy the stated purpose and need for the project? 
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As in other recent sales, the Forest Service used the NEPA Economic Analysis Tool 
(NEAT) for conducting its timber financial efficiency analysis. See DEIS at 3-67. While 
the DEIS discloses in general what information is factored into the NEAT program for 
calculating financial efficiency, it fails to disclose what information was actually used for 
the analysis presented in the DEIS. For example, the DEIS does not identify what 
stumpage values were actually used to evaluate the alternatives. While the DEIS informs 
the public that the expected bid value used in the NEAT calculation is based on the 
average selling value for the last 10 sales, it fails to identify the specific data used. DEIS 
at 3-67. We also noticed a difference between the number of sales for which stumpage 
values were used in this DEIS (10 sales), and the number used in other sales. For 
example, the Licking Creek FEIS (at 3-1 1) used the last 15 sales. 

According to the DEIS, “[d]ue to market conditions, utility logs are not currently required 
to be removed during harvest'operations.” DEIS at 3-67. This statement raises a couple 
of questions that the DEIS makes no attempt to address. First, does this mean utility logs 
will be cut even if they are not removed? Assuming for the purpose of discussion that the 
growth rate of these lower value trees would increase if the surrounding trees are 
removed, how can such a practice be consistent with the purpose and need to make 
suitable timber available for logging on an even-flow, long-term sustained yield basis? 
What costs will the Forest Service incur from wasting these utility logs in the short-term? 

C. Public Investment Analysis is Inadequate. 

The DEIS section entitled “Public Investment Analysis” fails to provide a comprehensive 
and accurate estimate of the costs the Forest Service expects to incur in evaluating and 
administering the Couverden sale. Instead, the FEIS simply asserts that the Forest 
Service expects to expend “S20.50/CCF for analysis, S11.50/CCF for sale preparation, 
S4.50/CCF for sale administration and S14.00/CCF for engineering support.” See DEIS 
at 3-72. The FEIS states that these numbers are “based on the Region 10 average budget 
allocation.” Id. 

This approach is insufficient for several reasons. First, it uses budget estimates when the 
Forest Service has more accurate information. Indeed, the Forest Service is required to 
keep track of its expenditures and evaluate whether the “costs associated with carrying 
out the planned management prescriptions (including those of producing outputs) [are] 
consistent with those estimated in the Plan.” TLMP at 6-16. The Forest Service needs to 
use the actual numbers expended in FY 2003 to make this analysis meaningful. 

Second, the generalized analysis contained in the DEIS fails to include all the costs that 
must be paid out of timber receipts. It is unclear, for example, whether the broad 
categories listed in the DEIS include costs associated with reforestation, timber stand 
improvements, log dumps, arid road construction, maintenance, and reconstruction. 

While the DEIS includes an allocation for “engineering support,” it fails to explain 
whether this allocation includes road construction and reconstruction costs borne by the 
Forest Service for road augmentation, including both contribution and supplementation 
costs. Specifically, for example, the DEIS references $18,400 of critical maintenance and 
$189,000 of non-critical maintenance needed in the project area. DEIS at 3-186. How are 
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these costs factored into the Public Investment Analysis? Likewise, it is unclear whether 
the allocation for “sale administration” includes the costs borne by taxpayers for 
reforestation and timber stand improvement. 

Third, the DEIS fails to provide a direct comparison of the perceived economic benefits 
from this sale as related to these costs. Even assuming the Forest Service’s costs are 
accurate and complete, the agency has shown that for every SI 00 spent on the Tongass 
timber program the U.S. taxpayers lose about $64 dollars. 12 Remarkably, no mention is 
made in the Public Investment Analysis of the chronic losses borne by U.S. taxpayers to 
implement the Tongass timber program.' 3 We urge the Forest Service to construct this 
public investment analysis for the FEIS in such a way that both the public and the 
decisionmaker can understand easily the costs incurred by the Forest Service and the 
perceived benefits consequently gained. 

D. Cumulative Loss Associated with Couverden Timber Sales is Not 
Disclosed. 

Lastly, we request that the section entitled “Cumulative Effects” (DEIS at 3-72) be 
supplemented to include the history of previous Couverden timber offerings. This 
information is conspicuously absent from the DEIS despite public references throughout 
the current planning process to the losses the Forest Service incurred in the mid-1980s to 
build almost 30 miles of road and lay-out a sale that drew no bidders. 14 

IV. WILDLIFE AND ITS USES 

Throughout the development of TLMP, the State of Alaska emphasized the exceptional 
importance of fish, wildlife, and their habitats to the people of Southeast Alaska. In 
particular, the state identified those VCUs with the highest community use values. 13 The 
state rated the area known locally as Homeshore, VCU 1200, as one of 86 VCUs on the 
Tongass with the highest community use values. We were surprised and disappointed 
that this information was not disclosed in the DEIS nor were specific steps to mitigate or 
avoid adverse effects to community use or fish and wildlife values in this area 
specifically addressed. To evaluate adequately the effect of the proposed alternatives on 
the “human environment,” the Forest Service must evaluate the effects of the proposed 
action on these high community use values. 

The DEIS states: “all new roads built for timber harvesting would be placed in storage 
after the completion of harvest activities, eliminating vehicle access.” DEIS at 3-189. The 



12 USD A, Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Tongass Land 
Management Plan Road less Area Evaluation for Wilderness Recommendations, Table 3.4-23 at 
3-299 (Feb. 2003). 

13 See Exhibit 6: SEACC, Taxpayer Losses and Missed Opportunities: How Tongass Rainforest 
Logging Costs Taxpayers Millions (Fall 2003). 

14 See Exhibit 7: James Mackovjak, Couverden Timber Sale still fleeces taxpayers, Juneau Empire 
(Sept. 3, 2002); Paul Bames, Support citizens ’plan, Juneau Empire (March 28, 2004). 

15 See Flanders, Lana et al., Tongass Fish and Wildlife Resource Assessment (1998). 
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rationale for applying the access management strategy of “eliminate” to new roads is “to 
minimize resource impacts.” Id. In apparent conflict with the statements above is the 
statement that appears earlier in the DEIS: “[a]fter the completion of harvest activities, all 
new roads would be closed to motorized vehicles (except ATVs).” DEIS at 2-8 (emphasis 
added). Please reconcile this discrepancy. If indeed the intent of road closure is to protect 
the resources, including wildlife, from negative impacts, please explain how ATV use 
would or would not impact the resources. Would allowing ATV use, for instance, negate 
the effort to “reduce access into critical bear feeding areas along Homeshore Creek”? 
DEIS at 3-190. Also, please discuss the effectiveness of the “eliminate” access 
management strategy at preventing ATV access. 

In addressing viable wildlife populations and old-growth habitat reserves, the DEIS limits 
its discussion to the inter-agency review of the adequacy of the mapped small old-growth 
reserve in VCU 1180. TLMP requires the Forest Service “to conduct an analysis at the 
landscape scale to identify blocks of contiguous old-growth forest habitat within large 
and medium reserves and other natural setting LUDs See TLMP, WILD 1 12. VIII. 
A. 2, at p.4-120. While the particular purpose for this landscape analysis is to assess 
habitat connectivity, this analysis should also provide sufficient information to evaluate 
how well the designated reserves comply with the reserve criteria spelled out in 
Appendix K to TLMP. We request the agency to include in the FEIS an evaluation of all 
the reserves within, or immediately adjacent to, the Couverden project area. 

V. FOREST SERVICE FAILS TO JUSTIFY AN EXEMPTION FOR THE PROJECT’S 
PERMANENT OR TEMPORARY ROADS UNDER SECTION 404 OF THE CLEAN 
WATER ACT. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers exempts roads for “normal silvicultural activities” 
from regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. This exemption, however, is 
narrow. For example, roads may be exempted only if they are constructed and 
maintained in accordance with BMPs to ensure non-impairment of flow and circulation 
patterns, and chemical and biological characteristics of the affected waters. The BMPs 
that must be applied to satisfy this provision include proper stabilization and maintenance 
of road fill and assurance of fish passage. See 33 C.F.R. §§ 323.4(a)(6)(iv), (vii). In 
addition, all temporary fill must be removed “in its entirety” at the completion of logging 
activities. Id. at 324.4(a)(6)(xv). 

According to the DEIS, the Forest Service has identified fill maintenance problems on 
Road 8553 near Milepost 8.2 and on Road 8562 at Milepost 2.5.” DEIS at 3-187. In 
addition, the DEIS states that up to six stream crossings in the project “may restrict the 
movement of fish.” DEIS at 3-187. We note that the two failing culverts on Class I 
streams referenced in the DEIS also appear in the 2000 ADF&G Tongass Road Condition 
Survey Report. 16 It has now been 4 years since publication of this report and possibly 5 to 
6 years since these culverts were identified as failing during road surveys. The ADF&G 



16 Linda Shea Flanders & Jim Cariello, Tongass Road Condition Survey Report. ADF&G 
Technical Report No. 00-7 (June 2000). 
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report also lists 3 additional culverts “with inlet erosion requiring corrective action” 17 that 
are not referenced in the DEIS. Has corrective action already been taken on these 
culverts? If not, why are they not referenced in the DEIS? 



Lont 




While the Forest Service has designed and applied BMPs for numerous years, the agency 
has failed to undertake a substantial effort to monitor the effectiveness of these BMPs. In 
the Tongass National Forest Annual Monitoring and Evaluation Report for Fiscal Year 
2002, the Forest Service studied a representative sample of projects where BMPs have 
been implemented to determine if these BMPs are effective in meeting state water quality 
criteria (e.g. turbidity, sediment, and temperature), or in maintaining physical habitat 
condition 18 (2-107). Data collected indicate that “under typical conditions, BMPs are 
probably effective in achieving water quality criteria for turbidity. . ,” 19 



S£Aa-2fc 



The DEIS lists $18,400 of critical maintenance needs and $189,000 of non-critical needs 
that have been deferred in the project area. DEIS at 3-186. Given this maintenance 
backlog within the project area, we cannot fathom how the Forest Service can qualify for 
a forest road exemption under Section 404. See 33 C.F.R. § 329.4(a)(6). Can the Forest 
Service give any assurance that it will properly maintain project bridges and roads in the 
future? If not, what justification does the Forest Service have for proposing any new 
roads in this project area or not permanently closing all existing roads by removing all 
bridges and culverts? 



S£ACt- & 



The DEIS also fails to disclose the characteristics of the fill material to be used in the 
construction of temporary roads, where it will come from, how it will be removed, or 
where the fill waste will be stored. Additionally, there is no site-specific information 
regarding design criteria, fish passage, erosion control measures, the effects on wetlands, 
or the effect of soil compaction on short and long-term soil productivity related to 
temporary roads. In fact, nowhere in the DEIS does the Forest Service discuss 
obliteration of temporary roads upon cessation of logging activities. In addition, the 
mitigation measures outlined in Appendix D do not specifically require removal of 
temporary road fill in its entirety, as required by regulation. See 33 C.F.R. § 
323.4(a)(6)(xv). How will the Forest Service comply with this legal requirement? 

Thank you for your attention to our comments and questions. We look forward to 
reviewing the FEIS and seeing how the Forest Service has addressed our concerns. 



Best regards. 




3uck Lifidekugel 
Conservation Director 




SEACt'Z* 



17 Id. at Appendix E. 

18 USDA Forest Service, Tongass National Forest Annual Monitoring and Evaluation Report for Fiscal 
Year 2002, R10-MB-478, (July 2003), at 2-107. 

19 Id., at 2-1 19, emphasis added. 
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S" ' Table A-2. Employment in the Wood Products Industry in Southeast Alaska, 
) 1982-2002. 




Year 1 


Tongass 

Logging 2 


Sawmill 


Pulp Mill 


Tongass- Related 
Employment 3 


Other Logging 


Total Industry 
Employment 


1982 


335 


540 


975 


1,850 


656 


2,506 


1983 


574 


429 


854 


1,857 


436 


2,293 


1984 


513 


395 


700 


1,608 


433 


2,041 


1985 


559 


363 


580 


1,502 


445 


1,947 


1986 


692 


331 


772 


1,795 


547 


2,342 


1987 


862 


375 


861 


2,098 


683 


2,781 


1988 


1,010 


468 


892 


2,370 


971 


3,341 


1989 


1,166 


■ 478 


925 


2,569 


947 


3,516 


1990 


1,123 


500 


' 899 


2,522 


1,021 . 


3,543 


1991 


872 


604 


911 


2,387 


682 


3,069 


1992 


788 


538 


910 


2,236 


627 


2,863 


1993 


754 


447 


859 


2,060 


590 


2,650 


1994 


621 


515 


533 


1,669 


556 


2,225 


1995 


702 


301 


516 


' 1,519 


483 


2,002 


1996 


804 


230 


524 


1,558 


353 


1,911 


1997 


823 


184 


318 


1,325 


226 


1,551 


1998 


579 


284 


96 


959 , 


310 


1,269 


1999 


305 


303 


63 


671 


519 


1,190 


2000 


340 


280 


2 


623 


371 


994 


2001 


109 


276 


2 


387 


395 


782 


2002 4 


41 


152 


2 


195 


214 


409 



Source: Alaska Department of Labor. 

1 2000 reported in calendar years. Prior to 2000, federal fiscal years were used. 

2 Tongass National Forest logging estimated based on the ratio of Tongass timber harvest to total timber harvest in 
Southeast Alaska. 

' 3 Assumes all employment sawmill and pulp mill employment is dependent upon Tongass National Forest timber 
supply. 

4 Preliminary estimate based on first 2 quarters of 2002. 
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News 



Tongass National Forest 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE-FOREST SERVICE 

Contact: Dennis Neill 
Phone: 907-228-6201 
Release Date: Jan. 9, 2004 

USD A FOREST SERVICE OFFERS TIMBER SALE CONTRACT 
CANCELLATIONS TO SOUTHEASTUUMBER COMPANIES 

Ketchikan, Alaska - In order to save money for taxpayers and preserve jobs in the local forest 
economy, several timber sale contracts on the Tongass National Forest may be cancelled by mutual 
agreement this year. Twenty sales on the Tongass meet the criteria for mutual cancellations provided in 
Section 339 of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriation Act for fiscal year 2004. 

According to the Act, the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Forest Service may cancel, with the 
consent of the timber purchaser, timber sale contracts on the Tongass National Forest awarded between 
Oct. 1, 1995, and Jan. 1, 2002. USDA must determine that the sale would result in a financial loss to the 
purchaser; and that the costs to the government of seeking a legal remedy against the purchaser would 
likely exceed the cost of terminating the contract. 

“We’re making this adjustment in business practices to help our struggling, family-owned timber 
business to stay alive in these difficult times,” Tongass National Forest Supervisor Forrest Cole said. 
“They are an important spoke in the economic wheel of Southeast Alaska,” he added. 

All 20 sales are viewed as uneconomical under current timber markets, and it is highly unlikely 
that markets will improve enough for them to become economical during the life of the timber sale 
contract. Cole noted. If the sales were not cancelled, the purchasers would lose enough money to force 
some or all of them into bankruptcy. 

The Forest Service is sending letters to the purchasers today offering the opportunity to cancel 
the qualifying sales. Timber purchasers have until Sept. 30, 2004, to respond. The 20 sales range in size 
from 72,000 board feet to 35 million board feet and comprise a total of about 138 million board feet of 
timber. The timber included in these contract cancellations may be available for resale. 

# 



Supervisor's Office, Tongass National Forest 
648 Mission 
Ketchikan, AK 99901 

907-228-6201 FAX 907-228-6288 

The USDA is an equal opportunity prc 
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Timber Sales that may be cancelled pursuant to Section 339 of the Interior and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act for 2004 



Purchaser Name 


Sale Name 


Remaining 

Volume 

(MBF) 


David Seaford 


Log Jam 


1,190.95 


David Seaford 


Rush Fast 


158.86 


New Age Mining&Excavation 


Wolf Pup 


1,192.77 


Pacific Log & Lumber Ltd 


Rowan Mountain 


20,231.09 


Pacific Log & Lumber Ltd 


Salty 


300.00 


Pacific Log & Lumber Ltd 


Todahl Backline 


7,868.14 


Seley Family Partnership 


Picasso 


237.60 


Silver Bay Logging Inc 


Canal Hoya 


16,127.01 


Silver Bay Logging inc 


Crystal 


7,016.54 


Silver Bay Logging Inc 


King George 


10,572.41 


Silver Bay Logging Inc 


Rio Beaver 


5,519.51 


Silver Bay Logging Inc 


South Lindy 


8,564.00 


Silver Bay Logging Inc 


Upper Carroll 


22,019.06 


The Mill Inc 


Wedge 


643.95 


Viking Lumber Company 


6402 


9,488.43 


Viking Lumber Company 


Bohemia 


7,845.00 


Viking Lumber Company 


Shamrock 


3,548.00 


Viking Lumber Company 


South Arm 


4,749.45 


Whitestone SE Logging Co 


Humpback/Gallagher 


11,265.29 


3-D Logging 


Deadwood #3 Salvage 


72.56 




Total Volume 


138,610.62 



Data provided by Dennis Neiil, USDA Forest Service to Natural Resources Defense Council (Jan. 9, 

2004) 
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Bid Information forTongass NF Timber Sales FY2000 to 10/6/2003 



District 



MBF 



Advertised 



Sale Name 



Name 



Volume 



Date 



Bidder Name 



Bid Value 



Rk 



Earl Salvage 



Wrangell 



9.95 



10/14/1999 Luthier Tone Woods 



$2,270.00 I 1 



2052 Log Salvage 



Thorne Bay 



5.5 



10/30/1999 



Deadhead Logging 



$79.00 | 1 



Fat Boy 



Thorne Bay 



5.88 



11/8/1999 



Brent Cole 



$876.00 1 



Orion 



Ketchikan 



12192.13 



11/15/1999 



Gateway Forest Products 



$765,111.00 1 1 



Orion ' 



Ketchikan 



12192.13 



11/15/1999 



Pacific Log & Lumber 



$741,147.00 | 2 



Goose 



Petersburg ! 1 1 62.88 



12/2/1999 



Silver Bay Logging 



$3,881.00 



Buckdance 



Ketchikan I 1 0726.29 j 2/15/2000 | Gateway Forest Products 



$760,955.00 



Madder 



Ketchikan 



25893.19| 2/24/2000 [Gateway Forest Products 



$1,099,789.00 



Madder 



Ketchikan 



25893.191 2/24/2000 | Pacific Log & Lumber 



$998,968.00 



Beaver Slide If 


Thome Bay 


4. 


3/11/2000 


Brent Cole 


$51. 0( 


nr 


South Central 


Petersburg 


i 940.81 


3/16/2000 


Silver Bay Logging 


$71,785.0C 


1 


Sulzer Portage Trespass 


Craig 


312.31 


4/1/2000 


Haida Corporation 


$155,014.0C 


1 


Microsale #1 


Thome Bay 




4/21/2000 


Larry Trumble 


$269. OC 


1 


Baker Creek Stringer Salv 


Thorne Bay 




4/22/2000 


Dan Justice 


$65.00 


1 


Strummin Alder 


Thorne Bay 




4/22/2000 


William Kaufman 


$34.00 


1 


TnB Microsale #2 


Thorne Bay 


2.4 


4/27/2000 


3-D Logging 


$538.00 


1 


Old Hermit Roadside 


Wrangell 


43.3 


5/4/2000 


Luthier Tone Woods 


$4,700.00 


1 


Microsale # 3 


Thome Bay 


1 


5/5/2000 


Larry Trumble 


$269.00 


1 


Red Rush Cedar Salvage 


Thome Bay 


4 


5/6/2000 


Jerry Jones 


$510.00 


1 


Red Rush Cedar Salvage 


Thorne Bay 


4 


5/6/2000 


Goose Creek Shingle 


$282.00 


2 


Red Rush Cedar Salvage 


Thome Bay 


4 


5/6/2000 


H & L Salvage Inc 


$105.00 


3 


Steak And Shake Cedar 


Thorne Bay 


8 


5/6/2000 


H & L Salvage Inc 


$1,605.00 


i 


Steak And Shake Cedar 


Thome Bay 


8 


5/6/2000 


Jerry Jones 


$1,120.00 


2 


TnB Microsale # 4 


Thome Bay 


2 


5/23/2000 


Jack Akerill 


$109.00 


1 


TnB Microsale # 5 


Thome Bay 


0.5 


5/23/2000 


Richard Blauvelt 


$27.00 


1 


East Fork 


Petersburg 


2186.83 


6/1/2000 


Silver Bay Logging 


$200,001.00 


1 


TnB Microsale #6 


Thorne Bay 


6 


6/9/2000 


Deadhead Logging 


$1,246.00 


1 


TnB Microsale #8 


Thome Bay 


15 


6/13/2000 


Larry T rumble 


$4,035.00 


1 


TnB Microsale #7 


Thome Bay 


1.5 


6/16/2000 


Richard Blauvelt 


$85.00 


1 


Ahtun III 


Thome Bay 


60 


6/17/2000 


Porter Lumber 


$376.00 


1 


Relief III 


Thome Bay 


257.32 


6/17/2000 


Beaver Creek Logging 


$3,936.00 


1 


Relief III 


Thome Bay 


257.32 


6/17/2000 


Little Bit Logging 


$2,700.00 


2 


Relief III 


Thome Bay 


257.32 


6/17/2000 


Porter Lumber 


$2,176.00 


3 


Buster Bay 


Thome Bay 


290.8 


6/24/2000 


Beaver Creek Logging 


$15,501.00 


1 


TnB Microsale #9 


Thome Bay 


8.5 


6/27/2000 


Jack Harrison 


$486.00 


i 


Rat Tail 


Thorne Bay 


54.6 


6/30/2000 


Goose Creek Shingle 


$4,412.00 


i 


Rat Tail 


Thome Bay 


54.6 


6/30/2000 


H & L Salvage Inc 


$3,427.00 


2 


Rat Tail 


Thorne Bay 


54.6 


6/30/2000 


Larson Wood Products 


$1,610.00 


3 


E. Fork Thome 


Thome Bay 


39.5 


. 7/8/2000 


Goose Creek Shingle 


$6,120.00 


1 


E. Fork Thorne 


Thome Bay 


39.5 


7/8/2000 


.arson. Wood Products 


$1,963.00 


2 


TnB Microsale #10 


Thorne Bay 


8 


7/17/2000 


H & L Salvage Inc 


$2,579.00 


1 


TnB Microsale #12 


Thome Bay 


9.5 


7/21/2000 


Richard Blauvelt 


$542.00 


1 


Deer Run Salvage 


Wrangell 


120 


7/27/2000 


.uthier Tone Woods 


$12,500.00 


1 


Mill Salvage ■ 


Wrangell 


4.51 


8/3/2000 


Luthier Tone Woods 


$1,080.00 


1 


Cape. Lynch Stringer 


Thome' Bay 


27.21 


8/5/2000 


Brent Cole 


$425.00 


1 




Thome Bay 


°^i 


8/1 1/2000 


Jack Ackerill 


$50.00 


m 


TnB Microsale #13 . j 


Thome Bay i 


0.8! 


8/11/2000 


Jack Akerill 


$50.00 


m 


Camp Mossy Reoffer 1 


Wrangell 


1357.9 


8/24/2000 ! Silver Bay Logging’ 


$138,760.00 i 1 


TnB Microsale #15 f 


Thome Bay r 


6 


9/5/2000 Uack Dupertuis 


$337.00 i 1 


TnB Microsale # 17 


Thome Bay i 12 


9/13/2000 iJack Akerill 


$606.00 1 1 


TnB Microsale #11 


Thome Bay : 3.98 9/T8/2000 ; Jerry Jones 


$1,942.00 | 1 


South Lindy Mt. Petersburg : 13525: 9/21/2000 j Gateway Forest Products $234,271.00 j -1 


South Lindy Mt. Petersburg , 13525; 9/21/2000 ;The Mill Inc 


$122,067.00 ; 2 


South Sand ; Petersburg 1140.04:' 


10/5/2000 -The Mill Inc 


$49,575.00 i 


i 


South Sand ! Petersburg ; 1140.04; 


10/5/2000 i Silver Bay Logging 


$46,575.00 


2 


Twin Creek 15 : Petersburg ' 160.99; 


10/5/2000 i Silver Bay Logging ! 


$25,840.00 


1 


Little Naukati Salvage . jThorrie Bay ; 88.3- 


10/21/2000 iPorter Lumber j 


$6,267.00 


1 


Steely Peelers Theme Bay : 15.39; 


10/21/2000 


3 orter Lumber ! 


$2,156.00 


1 


Steely Peelers j Thome Bay j 15.39' 


10/21/2000 


& S Enterprises 


$427.00 


2 


TnB Microsale 14 1 Thorne Bav S 13.2; 


10/26/2000 


.arrv Trumble 


$2,713.00 


1 
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| Bid Information for Tongass NF Timber Sales FY2000 to 10/6/2003 




I District 


MBF 


| Advertised | 


1 


Sale Name 


Name 


Volume 


| Date I Bidder Name 


Bid Value I Rk 


Microsale 48 


| Thome Bay 


20.. 


5 1 9/4/2002 ; 3-D Logging 


$6,151.00 j 1 


Microsale # 33 


Thorne Bay 


9.0. 


’j 9/5/2002 jJames Harrison 


$1,287.00 | 1 


Microsale #44 


'Thome Bay ; 1.64 9/6/2002 j Larry Trumble 


$224.00 j 1 


| Microsale # 49 Thome Bay ! 6.56; 9/13/2002 IDannySunde 


$679.00 > 1 


Big Pit Hoonah 122.55: 9/ 14/2002 j D & L Woodworks $21,514.00 : 1 


Summit Windjammer Sitka 14.26 9/20/2002 Gregg Jones $4,112.00: 1 


Honey/George j Wrangell 3524.64 9/27/2002 [Silverbay Logging, Inc. $528,384,00 1 1 


Pepper 


[Thorne Bay 9253.73 9/30/2002 [Viking Lumber Company ; $68,704.00; 1 


Summore Change 


[Thorne Bay ; 10989.32 9/30/2002 -Viking Lumber Company $601,965.00 j 1 


Micro sale #47 


: ThorneBay 2.87, 10/28/2002 j Larry Trumble $392.00 | 1 


Microsale 51 


Thome Bay 20.09 jl 0/28/2002 ! 3-D Logging 1 $2,210.00 ! 1 


Microsale #52 


Thorne Bay 


4.1. 11/19/2002 IPeavey Logging 


I $585.00 1 


Microsale 54 


Thome Bay 


13.12; 12/5/2002 i Pat Richter Csl Farm And 


$1,007.00 1 


Microsale 55 


Thome Bay 


i 3.28 J 12/5/2002 ITom Bouy 


$468.00 1 


Microsale 56 


Thorne Bay 


2.46! 12/6/2002 


David Hunter Norsemen Woo 


$336.00 1 


Microsale #53 


Thome Bay 


9.23: 12/9/2002 


Cary Walker Walker Wood P 


$696.00 1 


Microsale #58 


Thorne Bay 


4.511 2/10/2003 [Larry Trumble | $615.00 | 1 1 


Slide Loop Reoffe 


Thorne Bay j 6.15; 2/22/2003 IDannySunde g| $1,079.00 I 1 ] 


Microsale #60 


Thome Bay 


12.71 


3/31/2003 


Hummer Enterprise Richard 


$1,734.00 1 


Microsale #59 


Thorne Bay 


8.61 


4/23/2003 


Danny Sunde 


$1,058.00 1 


Lucky Duck Reoffer 


Thorne Bay 


453 


5/27/2003 


Ernie Eads 


$31,506.00 1 


Lucky Duck Reoffer 


Thorne Bay 


453 


5/27/2003 


3-D Logging 


$15,010.00 2 


Lucky Duck Reoffer 


Thome Bay 


453 


5/27/2003 


Ralph Porter, Porter Lumb 


$12,607.00 3 


Lucky Duck Reoffer 


Thome Bay 


453 


5/27/2003 


Keith Dahl 


$12,575.00 4 


Lucky Duck Reoffer 


Thorne Bay 


453 


5/27/2003 


Viking Lumber Company 


$12,009.00 5 


Lucky Duck Reoffer 


Thorne Bay 


453 


5/27/2003 


Dave Randell 


$11,010.00 6 


Microsale #62 


Thorne Bay 


19.27 


6/4/2003 


Larry Trumble 


$2,930.00 1 


Last Twin Re-Offer 


Petersburg 


1296.81 


6/6/2003 


SE Alaska Wood Products 


$20,205.00 1 


Microsale 1 


Wrangell 


2.14 


6/16/2003 


Herman Ludwigsen 


$163.00 1 


Twin Bridges II 


Thorne Bay 


7014.29 


6/26/2003 


Viking Lumber Company 


$140,942.00 1 


Twin Bridges II 


Thorne Bay 


7014.29 


6/26/2003 


Pacific Log. & Lumber Ltd. 


$81,289.00 2 


Bowen 


Petersburg 


705.44 


7/7/2003 


SE Alaska Wood Products 


$7,176.00 1 


Microsale # 63 


Thome Bay 


19.27 


7/14/2003 


Hummer Enterprise Richard 


$2,930.00 1 


Microsale #57 


Thome Bay 


8.61 


7/22/2003 


Brent Cole 


$1,485.00 1 


Vestal Re-Offer 


Craig 


134.39 


7/25/2003 


Red Esslinger Mountain Ma 


$11,214.00 1 


Vestal Re-Offer I Craig 


134.39 


7/25/2003 


Dave Randell 


$10,514.00 2 


Vestal Re-Offer 


Craig 


134.39 


7/25/2003 


W R Jones & Sons Lumber 


$8,704.00 3 


Vestal Re-Offer 


Craig 


134.39 


7/25/2003 


Keith Landers H & L Salva 


$5,832.00 4 


Stirred Re-Offer 


Craig 


13.89 


7/28/2003 


Dave Randell 


$598.00 1 


Stirred Re-Offer 


Craig 


13.89 


7/28/2003 


Keith Landers H & L Salva 


$537.00 2 


Stirred Re-Offer 


Craig 


13.89 


-7/28/2003 


W R Jones & Sons Lumber 


$442.00 3 


Microsale #65 


Thome Bay j 


1.23 


7/29/2003 


Pat Richter CSL Farm And 


$187.00 1 


Orion South ! Ketchikan 


3430.6 


8/11/2003 


Seley Family Ltd Partners 


$34,569.00 1 


Basin Roadside [Wrangell | 


21.141 


8/15/2003 


Alaska Timber Wolf 


$377.00 j 1 


Basin Roadside [Wrangell ' 


21.14| 


8/15/2003 


Alpine Forest Products j $301.00 j 2 | 


Nemo Roadside [Wrangell 


49.85 i 


8/22/2003 [Alaska Timber Wolf 1 $1;256.00! 1 


Stone Re-Offer I Craig 347.47; 


9/3/2003 [RongerE Grant $15,534.00; 1 


Microsaie # 69 Thome Bay 12.71 i 9/9/2003 j 


Brent Cole $1,932.00; 1 


Microsale #64 Thome Bay 0.41 i 9/11/2003 


Pete Smith $39.00 I 1 


False Island Alder Sitka 16.37 ; 9/19/2003 : 


Gregg Jones $52.00 i 1 


Ahtun II Salvage Thome Bay 60; 4/15/2000 




Relief 11 Salvage Thome Bay 257.32' 4/22/2000 


Whirlv-Bolt Salvage Craig 125; 6/17/2000 


Schultze Sitka 8205.27: 8/25/2000 


Midway .Hoonah 9263.99: 9/28/2000 : 


Skipping Cow Wrangell 27774.47 2/22/2001 




Fork Craig 292,24, 6/2/2001 




Shaheen Salvage • Thorne Bay 127.3': 6/18/2001 : III 


Naukati Cedar Salvage Thorne Bay 9! 8/11/2001 j 


• ' } ' J 


Knoll : Hoonah 


277.17 8/16/2001 j 





Response to Public Comments on the DEIS E-138 



Couverden Timber Sales FEIS 



Exhibit 3 Page 3 of H 




Volume of Timber Offered, Sold, and Cut 
by Independent, Non-pulp Mill Purchasers 



Fiscal Year 


Volume Offered 
(mmbf) 


Volume Sold 
(mmbf) 


Volume Cut 
(mmbf) 


1998 


187.1 


24.1 


40.0 


1999 


415.3 


61.4 


59.0 


2000 


85.3 


170.3* 


67.0 


2001 


67.9 


49.6 


47.8 


2002 


70.3 


24.4 


33.8 


2003 


88.8 


36.5 


35.3** 


Average 

FY98-FY03 


102.45 


61.1 


47.2 



Source: Data from 1) USFS Region 10: Timber Cut and Sold Reports; 2) USFS Region 
10: Periodic Timber Sale Accomplishment Report, FY 2003; and 3) USFS Region 10 
Economist Guy Robertson. 



* Reflects market distortion resulting' from indirect federal subsidies (i.e. fumeling of federal funds through 
Ketchikan Gateway Borough to Gateway Forest Products enabled Gateway to purchase substantial volume 
of timber before it declared bankruptcy and closed.) 

** Reflects a deduction of 1 6.0 mmbf from the FY2003 Cut and Sold report volume of 51 .3 mmbf. The 
16.0 mmbf was cut by Ketchikan Public Utilities for the Swan Lake-Tyee powerline right-of-way. If not for 
the right-of-way clearing, the volume cut probably would have been only about 35 mmbf. 
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United States 
Department of 
jSSsty Agriculture 


Forest 

Service 


Alaska Region 


P.O. Box 21628 
Juneau, AK 99802-1628 


') 

File Code: 2450-3 
Route To: 






Date: March 28, 2002 



Subject: Timber Sale Contract Extensions 

To: Chief 



Your approval is needed on my request to extend all Alaska Region timber sale contracts for a 
period of three years, not to exceed a contract length of ten years. This can be done as follows: 

Contract Extensions: Upon finding of public interest and request from a purchaser, 
contracting officers will extend each timber sale contract date up to 3 years. Authority to extend 
a contract is contained in 36CFR223.1 15, “The term of any contract or permit shall not be 
extended unless the approving officer finds... (b) that the substantial public interest justifies the 
extension.” 




Adjusting Periodic Payment Dates: Adjusting periodic payment dates will be consistent 
with 36CFR223.50. Under 36CFR223. 50(b)(1)(e), periodic payment dates may be extended 
when the contract term is adjusted under 36CFR223.46, but “shall not be adjusted when the 
contract term extension is granted under the general authority of 36CFR223 . 1 1 5.” 

For contracts in existence prior to the closure of KPC’s pulp processing facilities 
(March 1997), extended contracts will allow for the extension of periodic payments under 
the provisions of 36CFR223.46, i.e. “Timber sale contracts may provide for the 
adjustment of the termination date to provide additional time to compensate for 
delays. . .which include but are not limited to acts of God, acts of the public enemy, acts 
of the Government. . The early closure of the pulp mill is an act of the Government 
changing the market conditions and additional time is appropriate to locate processing 
facilities to allow utilization of pulp and utility material. 

For contracts made after the closure of the KPC pulp processing facilities, 
purchasers will be required to make the final periodic payment. However, based upon a 
request by the purchaser. Forest Service will enter into a contract breach remedy by 
purchasers’ agreement to pay interest on the unpaid periodic payment balance until such 
time that cash is needed in advance of cutting. 



My finding of overriding public interest is based upon the following items: 



J 



1 . In order to comply with the Tongass Timber Reform Act “seek to meet demand” 
requirement, the Forest Service needs to find solutions to maintain an economically 
viable timber sale program, which includes keeping volume under contract for future 
harvesting. There are issues with the Tongass Forest Plan Revision litigation that will 
make replacing defaulted volume a daunting task. 

2. After reappraisal of most timber sales under contract, 90-95 percent of the timber sales 
are not economically viable in today’s market. If purchasers were forced to log the 
timber sales under contract, they would be forced into default. Currently, Gateway 
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Taxpayer Losses and 
Missed Opportunities: 

How Logging, and Road Building in the 
Tongas s National Forest 
Costs Taxpayers Millions 



A Report by the 

Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 

2003 



The Southeast Alaska Conservation Council (SEACC) is a coalition of 18 volunteer 
conservation groups in 14 Southeast Alaskan communities surrounded by the Tongass National 
Forest. SEACC’s members include small-scale wood product manufacturers, commercial fish- 
ermen, Native Alaskans, sportsmen and women, and others who want to safeguard the Tongass’ 
world-class environment while providing for the sustainable use of the region’s resources. For 
information contact us at 419 Sixth Street, Suite #200, Juneau, Alaska 99801, (907) 586-6942, or 
www.seacc.org 
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Executive Summary 



* The Federal Government wastes millions of dollars every year laying out timber sales 
and building logging roads on the Tongass National Forest in Alaska’s world-famous 
Inside Passage. Since 1982, American taxpayers have lost almost one billion dollars on 
the Tongass timber program. These taxpayer subsidies directly benefit private timber 
companies that are logging the world’s largest intact temperate rainforest. 

■ Despite these chronic taxpayer losses, the number of Tongass timber jobs continues to 
nosedive in the face of changing world markets. Last year, taxpayers paid more than 
$178,000 for each direct Tongass timber job. 

■ The Forest Service spends millions of taxpayers dollars every year building “roads to 
nowhere.” Many of these roads go nowhere except to big stands of publicly owned tim- 
ber. Timber companies use these roads to haul away the timber but then the Forest Ser- 
vice virtually abandons the roads because it can’t afford to maintain them. 

■ The timber sales the Forest Service does sell are sold with little competition at prices that 
do not reflect their total cost to produce. More than 52 percent of the timber sales be- 
tween 1998 and 2001 only had one bidder. Without bidding competition, timber compa- 
nies have no reason to pay above a minimum rate, far below actual timber sale prepara- 
tion costs. Taxpayers end up paying the difference. 

■ While the timber industry and its political supporters blame environmental groups for 
taxpayer losses on the Tongass, of the $414 million the Forest Service spent on the Tom 
gass timber program (including road maintenance) from 1991 to 2002, only $1.6 million - 
less than one-half of one percent - was spent on appeals and litigation. 

■ The Tongass timber industry has plenty of timber. At the end of July 2003, the timber 
industry had nearly 300 million board feet of timber (mmbf) under contract or available, 
free and clear of litigation, that could be cut at any time. This amounts to a 6- year supply 
of timber at the 10- year average annual independent logging level and over a 4- year sip- 
ply at the 20-year level. 

■ Loss of markets for Tongass trees is the timber industry’s real problem. Actual market 
demand for Tongass trees has fallen dramatically because of permanent and fundamental 
changes in world timber markets and increased competition from timber producers in 
Canada, Russia, and other countries. 

■ Timber markets are so low that the Forest Service estimates that 90 to 95 percent of all 
existing timber contracts are unprofitable. In fact, in 2002 the Forest Service gave timber 
companies a blanket three-year contract extension to allow them to hold on to timber 
rather than cut it at a loss.; Now the timber industry is seeking special 10-year contracts 
so they can delay lo gging even longer until the “price is right” to cut. 

■ The Forest Service dramatically overestimates market demand for Tongass timber. 

While timber companies cut only 34 million board feet in 2002 and a number of timber 
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Taxpayer Losses and Missed Opportunities: 

How Tongass Rainforest Logging Costs Taxpayers Millions 

The 17- million acre Tongass National Forest of Southeast Alaska is the largest intact temperate 
rainforest remaining in the world and one of the earth’s most incredible larriscapes. Owned by 
the American people, the Tongass is managed by the U.S. Forest Service. The islands and wa- 
ters of the Tongass support bears, eagles, wild salmon, and whales like nowhere else in the 
world. Hundreds of thousands of Americans visit the Tongass rainforest and Inside Passage 
every year. 

Unfortunately, the federal government wastes millions of taxpayer dollars every year lo gging the 
Tongass rainforest. Timber companies pay the government a fraction of what it costs taxpayers 
to prepare timber sales. In fact, the Forest Service pays private companies to build logging roads 
into pristine areas to haul away public timber at dirt cheap prices. The Forest Service also wastes 
millions of taxpayer dollars subsfdizing timber sales for which there is little or no demand. 

Many sales go unsold. 

The private timber companies benefiting from these huge taxpayer subsidies say the subsidies 
are needed to provide jobs in the timber industry. But investigative research shows that while 
the subsidies continue to grow, employment in Alaska’s timber industry has declined dramati- 
cally because of increased competition in world timber markets. These companies also export 
huge volumes of trees (and associated jobs) to Asia and the Pacific Northwest without any proc- 
essing or manufacturing in Alaska. 

Taxpayers continue to spend far more money every year laying out new logging sales for the 
timber industry than they do helping other users of the Tongass. This is true even though recrea- 
tion and tourism businesses, commercial and sport fishermen, and hunters, generate far more 
jobs and earnings in the regional economy than the timber industry. 

If the Forest Service really cared about creating jobs in Alaska, it would change its spending hab- 
its. It would stop squandering trees and taxpayer dollars trying to rebuild a timber industry in 
decline because of global economic forces. It would identify growing sectors of Southeast 
Alaska’s economy and invest more in tourism and recreation, commercial fishing, and environ- 
mental restoration. It would create incentives to reduce the export of raw unmanufactured logs. 

It would also adopt a logging schedule that responds to actual demand for Tongass timber and 
protects an environment important to the American people and Alaskans, including tourism and 
recreation businesses, commercial fishermen, hunters, and subsistence users. 
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pleted. 14 In 2000, Senator Stevens appropriated $4 million to help the Sealaska Corporation de- 
velop a timber- related ethanol facility in Southeast Alaska. 1 5 An independent economic analysis 
showed the proposal to be a highly risky investment using commercially unproven technology. 16 

Senator Stevens also has directed millions of taxpayer dollars specifically to help Tongass com- 
munities deal with the fundamental changes affecting the Tongass timber industry. In 1996, 
Senator Stevens sent SI 10 million in federal tax dollars directly to Tongass communities for 
economic assistance. 17 He added an additional $22 million in community aid in 1999. 18 



The Midway Road Boondoggle 

The Forest Service spent $2.7 million building the Midway Road on the Tongass. 19 The only use 
of the road is to access unsold old-growth timber for logging. The Forest Service has tried to sell 
the timber twice, once before building the road and once afterward. Both times the Forest Ser- 
vice foiled to find a buyer. 

As of this report, the timber at the end of the new road remains unsold. Even if the Forest Ser- 
vice eventually succeeds in selling it, the government will be unable to recover the full taxpayer 
cost of building or maintaining the road. 



B. Building Roads to Nowhere 

Taxpayers spend millions of appropriated dollars every year designing and laying out “roads to 
nowhere” throughout the Tongass. In 2002, the Forest Service spent millions of appropriated 
dollars building roads that gp nowhere except to stands of publicly owned old-growth rainforest. 
Private timber companies then use these roads to haul away public timber for their own profit. 

The Tongass already has a 5,000 mile road system, 20 enough roads to drive from Seattle to Mi- 
ami and then north to Boston. Because of the Tongass’ many islands, only 800 miles of the ex- 
isting logging road system are accessible by ferry or communities, the rest are largely abandoned 
bgging roads. 2 ’ 

Despite the high cost, the Forest Service shows no sign of slowing its road building. Although 
the Forest Service states “[r]oads pose the greatest risk to fish resources on the Tongass,” 22 it still 
plans to build another 1,065 miles of new logging roads over the next decade, enough roads to 
drive from Boston to St. Louis. 23 Over the next fifty years, it plans to build 2,800 more miles of 
roads, increasing the miles of existing roads by more than 50 percent. 24 

While it continues to build new roads, the Forest Service is unable to maintain its existing log- 
ging road system. The agency has an estimated road maintenance backlog in Southeast Alaska 
of nearly $100 million dollars. 25 For example, the Forest Service and Alaska Department of Fish 
and Game (ADF&G) have identified more than 1,500 stream culverts (the metal pipes under 
roads) that fail to meet standards for allowing salmon and other fish to swim under the logging 
roads. 26 These problems should be fixed before the Forest Service builds expensive new roads 
into pristine and controversial areas of the Tongass. 
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Because of its high costs, questionable returns, and environmental impacts, the building of new 
logging roads into pristine areas is highly controversial at both the national and local levels. 



The Tongass Needs Roadless Area Protection 

Many of these new logging roads are planned for pristine wildlands currently protected by the 
2001 Roadless Area Conservation Rule. This rule safeguards the largest blocks of unprotected 
old- growth temperate rainforest remaining in the world. These lands are also important for 
community hunting, fishing, commercial fishing, subsistence, recreation, and tourism use. If the 
Bush Administration succeeds in its efforts to override strong public support for the Roadless 
Rule and eliminates protections for Tongass roadless areas, the cost to taxpayers and the envi- 
ronment will only grow. 



C. Noncompetitive Bidding 

The majority of timber sales the Forest Service sells on the Tongass National Forest only have 
one bidder. 27 Without bidding competition, timber companies have no reason to pay above a 
minimum rate, far below actual timber sale preparation costs. Taxpayers end up paying the 
difference. 

The Forest Service also spends millions of dollars preparing timber sales that no one buys. Be- 
tween 1998 and 2001, the Forest Service failed to sell 30 percent of the timber sales it spent tax 
dollars to prepare and offer. 28 ( See Figure 3) 

The timber industry and its political supporters are now pressuring the Forest Service to create 
special long-term timber contracts that would allow timber companies to hang on to standing 
timber for up to 10 years until the “price is righfi’ to cut. Time will tell whether these special 
contracts will enhance competition among the industry players that potentially could result in 
reduced taxpayer subsidies. If past experience with long-term contracts is any indication, tax- 
payers shouldn’t count on obtaining relief. During the era of the two fifty-year monopoly pulp 
timber contracts that ruled the Tongass from 1954 until 1997, taxpayers paid hundreds of mil- 
lions in subsidies so that the multi-national timber companies could buy Tongass rainforest trees 
at non-competitive, bargain-basement prices. 
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Environmental reviews of timber sales under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) are 
important because they identify and document the harmful effects that logging projects have on 
salmon, bear, deer, and other fish and wildlife habitat. Additionally, they provide local citizens 
and other Americans opportunities to comment on proposed sales. The cost to the Forest Service 
to do these critical environmental reviews is nearly one and a half times less that the cost for tim- 
ber sale preparation, administration, and engineering support. 30 

Efforts to hold the Forest Service accountable for compliance with federal and state laws are also 
not to blame. Of the $414 million the Forest Service spent on the Tongass timber program 
(including road maintenance) from 1991 through 2002, only $1.6 million - less than one-half of 
one percent - was spent on appeals and litigation. 3 1 

Logging on lands owned by fhe State of Alaska, that receive far less environmental protection 
and oversight than the Tongass National Forest, also loses money. In fiscal year 2002, the State 
of Alaska spent $9,900,200 on its timber program. 32 These sales returned just $446,700. 33 

HI. Timber Jobs Decline Despite Huge Subsidies 

Justified on the basis of providing jobs, the Tongass timber program continues to provide fewer 
and fewer employment opportunities for Southeast Alaskans. Despite large taxpayer subsidies, 
the Tongass timber industry has continued to lose jobs in the face of tough world competition, 
unforgiving world timber markets, and fundamental timber market changes. 

A. The Tongass Timber Industry has Plenty of Timber 

Despite its persistent claims to the contrary, the Tongass limber industry continues to be flush 
with both timber and taxpayer cash. 

At the end of July 2003, the timber industry had nearly 300 million board feet of timber (mmbf) 
under contract or available, free and clear of litigation, that could be cut at any time. 34 This 
amounts to a 6-year supply of timber at the 10-year average annual independent logging level 
and over a 4-year supply at the 20- year level. 33 To put things in perspective, one million board 
feet of timber would cover one acre, two feet deep, or provide enough lumber to build 120 
houses. 36 (See Figure 4) 
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In May 2003, the Alaska Department of Labor predicted a continued decline in timber jobs: 
“[l]ow prices for milled timber, the uncertainty concerning the success of Silver Bay’s* [bank- 
ruptcy] reorganization plans, a national glut of timber, and sharp Canadian competition all point 
to continuing erosion in the logging and wood products industries.” 41 ( See Figure 5) 

Figure 5 

Tongass-Related Timber Jobs Have Declined Steadily 
Because of Tough Market Competition 

2,000 T— [ 



1,800 A 




1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

* Preliminary estimate based on first 2 quarters of 2002. 

Source: Robertson, U-S. Forest Service, Employment in the Wood Products Industry in Southeast Alaska, 1982-2002 



C. Markets and the Pulp Mills 

By 1997, Alaska’s two pulp mills had closed their doors, even though both had significant timber 
supplies at their disposal. 42 In fact, the Ketchikan Pulp Company continued to log Tongass tim- 
ber already approved for its use for three years after it shut down its pulp mill. 

Several factors contributed to these mill closures, including worldwide competition, high world- 
wide pulp inventories, and declining pulp prices. The competition came from newer, larger, and 
more efficient pulp mills in South Africa, Brazil, and elsewhere. 43 In a quarterly report filed with 
the Securities and Exchange Commission, Louisiana-Pacific Corporation stated: “[l]arge world- 
wide pulp inventories at the end of 1995 have carried through the first six months of 1996, creat- 
ing very weak pulp markets.” 44 According to the Forest Service, “[w]orld spot markets from 
rayon- grade dissolving pulp dropped as low as $500-$600/metric ton corrpared with 1995 prices 
as high as $1300-$1400.” 45 



* Silver Bay Logging, Inc. is an independent logging operator and mill owner in Wrangell, AK. 
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E. The Forest Service Inflates Market Demand for Tongass Timber 

While timber markets have permanently and radically changed, the Forest Service continues to 
ask for and receive more money to produce more timber sales as if nothing has changed. 

Fiscal year 2002 saw one of the lowest logging levels on record — just 34 million board feet — the 
lowest level since 1940. 55 Yet, the Forest Service continues to use a flawed economic model to 
argue that market demand for timber on the Tongass is 152 million board feet, 56 a logging level 
reached by independent lo ggers just twice in the last twenty years. 57 ( See Figure 7) 

The Forest Service’s estimate of market demand is important because the Forest Service uses this 
estimate to justify its annual request to Congress for funding. The higher the estimate of market 
demand, the more money the Forest Service gets for timber sales on the Tongass, even if the es- 
timate flies in the face of reality. 

Trying to meet the Forest Service’s unrealistic estimate of market demand for timber costs tens 
of millions of taxpayer dollars a year. It also forces the Forest Service to lay out timber sales 
and build roads in highly controversial areas. These include roadless areas that are important to 
many other users of the Tongass. 

Nevertheless, the timber industry and its political supporters want the Forest Service to provide 
360 million board feet of timber a year. 38 This amount is more than twice the Forest Service's 



Figure 7 



Forest Service Market Demand 
Projections Ignore Reality 
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Source: 2003 FEIS at 3-287; Volume Harvested, Fiscal Year 1980-2002, U.S. Forest Service d 
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IV. Future Investments: Where Should They Go? 



Is Southeast Alaska getting the biggest bang for the taxpayer buck? Given the huge subsidies 
federal taxpayers are sending to Southeast Alaska, is the region making the best of these public 
investments? Are the subsidies supporting jobs and an investment in the region’s long-term fu- 
ture, or are they an expensive attempt to hold on to a past that no longer exists? 

Today, taxpayer subsidies on the Tongass largely benefit a declining industry that provides few 
jobs and economic benefits compared to other sectors of the region’s economy. These subsidies 
also fund activities that are controversial in the region and across the country because they de- 
grade one of the world’s rarest and most valued landscapes. 

These subsidies could provide more jobs and do less environmental damage if they were invested 
in smarter ways. Tourism, recreation, and environmental restoration are a few of the many ex- 
amples for how these funds coukfbe better invested. Other possibilities include the marketing of 
Alaskan salmon and high value-added wood products. 

A. Tourism and Recreation in the Inside Passage Continue to Grow 

While the timber industry is declining and providing increasingly fewer jobs in Southeast 
Alaska, tourism and recreation continue to grow. 

Cruise ships alone brought an estimated 632,000 visitors to Southeast Alaska in 2000, compared 
to 235,000 visitors in 1990. 68 The number of clients using outfitters and guides has also climbed 
sharply during the last decade. Outfitter/guide clients increased from approximately 1,550 in 
1994 to 14,000 in 1999, an increase of 800 percent in five years. 69 

The growth of recreation and tourism is a national trend. According to the Forest Service’s 2000 
Strategic Plan, by far the largest economic activity in the National Forest System is recreation 
use, followed by hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing. Timber holds a distant 3 rd place. 70 

This Plan also shows that, in 1999, recreation use in National Forests represented 64 percent of 
the total dollar amount of National Forest resource outputs. 7 The category of hunting, fishing and 
wildlife viewing represented another 16 percent of those outputs. Together these two recreational 
categories made up 80 percent of all national forest resource outputs when measured in terms of 
their dollar values. In contrast, timber was responsible for just 1 1 percent. Mineral and energy 
extraction equaled 7 percent. 

In terms of employment, the Plan showed that the impact of recreation was greater still. The two 
recreational categories made up 85 percent of jobs produced; the two resource extraction catego- 
ries just 13 percent. 



In the Strategic Plan, “recreation use” includes all recreation activities except hunting, fishing, and wildlife view- 
ing. 

h “Output” is defined as “measurable goods, end products, or services resulting from management activities that are 
purchased, consumed or used directly by people.” See U.S. Forest Service Final Supplemental Environmental Im- 
pact Statement Roadless Area Evaluation for Wilderness Recommendations, February 2003, p. 7- 15. 
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C. The Forest Service is Failing to Respond to Changes in Alaska’s Economy 

While the Forest Service prides itself on being a multiple-use agency, it’s not a multiple-use 
subsidizer. Tourism, recreation, and commercial fishing provide far more jobs and economic 
benefits to the region than the timber industry, but they are clearly lower Forest Service funding 
priorities. 

The agency consistently spends two and a half times more money onTongass logging and log- 
ging roads than it does on tourism and recreation. 78 Similarly, it spends four times more each 
year on logging and road building than it does on fish and wildlife management activities. 79 ( See 
Figure 9) 

The Forest Service has starved its recreation program over the last decade. While the need to 
plan and manage tourism and recreation growth has grown dramatically on the Tongass, the 
agency’s recreation budget has stagnated. In fact, while the number of clients using outfit- 



Figure 9 
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to spend in the state during their trip, the longer they were likely to stay, and the greater the 
chance that they would visit more than one region of the state. 90 

Subsistence, similarly to wildlife viewing and sport hunting and fishing, depends upon healthy 
fish and wildlife habitat. Providing important cultural and nutritional benefits to Alaskans, espe- 
cially those in rural areas, subsistence also generates essential non- income benefits to rural econ- 
omies. Residents of rural areas of Southeast Alaska annually harvest an estimated 178 lbs. of 
wild subsistence foods per person. 91 Much of this food is taken from the Tongass. While 
economists acknowledge the difficulty in measuring the economic value of subsistence activities, 
a conservative method using a replacement cost of $5 per pound sets the value of subsistence 
foods to rural Southeast Alaskans at over S25 million per year. 92 This value increases to over 
$160 million when a standard valuation method that assesses net willingness to pay to engage in 
subsistence is used. 9 '’ 

Healthy ecosystems, beautiful scenery, and the fish and wildlife they produce generate millions 
of dollars a year for Southeast Alaskans and help sustain the region economically. 

E. Putting People to Work Restoring the Environment 

The Forest Service has unique opportunities to invest in projects that will employ hard-working 
Alaskans doing skilled work to restore the environment and protect natural resources important 
to the region’s economy. The Tongass has huge environmental restoration needs. 

The Forest Service and ADF&G have identified more than 1,500 stream culverts that do not pass 
the Forest Service standards for allowing fish to swim through . 94 The culverts are too steep or 
the end of the pipe is hanging too far above the water for fish to move up and down streams to 
reach critical habitat. To protect Alaska’s rich salmon and trout fisheries, these culverts need to 
be replaced or repaired as soon as possible. ( See Figure 1 0) 

Figure 10 
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G. Investing in the Future, Not the Past 

Southeast Alaska’s economic landscape has changed dramatically over the last decade, and it 
will likely continue changing in the future. If the Forest Service is interested in helping provide 
jobs in Southeast Alaska, it must begin to invest more in the future. 

Unfortunately, the Forest Service remains stuck in the past. The Forest Service and its political 
supporters continue to measure “success” by the number of large old -growth trees the timber in- 
dustry cuts down, rather than the total number of jobs the Forest Service helps provide. If the 
Forest Service really cared about jobs, it would be making much different investment decisions. 

By continuing, to expend huge federal subsidies on the timber program and failing to increase its 
investments in other growing sectors of Southeast Alaska’s economy, the Forest Service is miss- 
ing important opportunities to create more jobs and promote economic growth in the region. It is 
also missing opportunities to provide more jobs with less impact on the Tongass’ world class en- 
vironment. 

The Forest Service could generate more jobs and income in Southeast Alaska if it invested more 
in tourism, recreation, restoration, and smaller scale, value-added manufacturing. The Forest 
Service could invest in expanding its visitor facilities, building and maintaining campgrounds, 
building and maintaining Tongass trails, replacing culverts that block fish passage, and planning 
for tourism and recreation growth. These investments would benefit local Southeast Alaskans as 
well as the hundreds of thousands of Americans who visit the famed Inside Passage every year. 

Small-scale, value-added wood products manufacturing, government, and commercial fishing 
will also continue to play key roles in Southeast Alaska’s economy, as will other economic sec- 
tors that share what is special and unique about Alaska in a way that is competitive with world 
markets. 

This is not to suggest that tourism, recreation, restoration, and value-added manufacturing should 
be the only areas in which the Forest Service invests. Indeed, tourism and recreation, for exan> 
pie, bring their own impacts to communities and the environment, impacts that citizens of the 
Tongass will have to work together to balance. 

However, this report makes clear that there are many opportunities for the Forest Service and 
Alaska’s political leaders to do a much better job of providing jobs to Southeast Alaskans. Mak- 
ing smarter investments would help the region’s communities avoid the boom and bust economy 
of the past, diversify their economies, and support a vibrant, balanced, and increasingly sustain- 
able economy on the Tongass. 
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Endnotes 



1 Total loss for fiscal years 1982 through 2002 is $750,065,582. Loss is calculated as the difference be- 
tween the value of cut timber and the expenditures for timber management, road construction, and other 
line items referable to timber preparation and sale costs; expenditures for road maintenance are not in- 
cluded unless otherwise noted. Calculations are based upon data from U.S. General Accounting Office 
(GAO), Congressional, and U.S. Forest Service sources, available upon request from SEACC. 

2 Guy Robertson, Regional Economist, RIO Budget Expenditures by Fund Code U.S. Forest Service data 
for Alaska Region, in response to SEACC FOIA request of December 2002. 

3 Timber Cut and Sold on National Forests, Region 1 0 Fiscal 2002 report, from U.S. Forest Service 
Alaska Region Reports and Policies webpage: http://www.fs.fed.us/rlO/ref reports/reports.shtmL Re- 
ceipts cited are for value of Tongass cut timber. 

4 U.S. Forest Service Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Roadless Area Evaluation for 
Wilderness Recommendations (February 2003) [hereinafter 2003 FSEIS ], see notes to Table 3.4-23 p. 3- 
299. 

5 Calculation based upon data from: 1) Guy Robertson, U.S. Forest Service, Employment in the Wood 
Products Industry in Southeast Alaska, 1982-2002 data provided to SEACC, May, 2003. FY02 data is an 
estimate based on the first 2 quarters of 2002. 2) Guy Robertson, Regional Economist,f?7 0 Budget Ex- 
penditures by Fund Code , U.S. Forest Service data for Alaska Region, in response to SEACC FOIA re- 
quest of December 2002, and 3) Timber Cut and Sold on National Fo rests. Region 1 0 Fiscal 2002 report. 

6 U.S. Forest Service: Distribution of Timber-Sales Receipts Fiscal Years 1992 - 1994, September 1995, 
GAO/RCED-95-237 FS, p. 5 1 

7 U.S. Forest Service: Distribution of Timber-Sales Receipts -FY 1995 - 1997, November 1998, 
GAO/RCED-99-24, p. 41 

8 Conf. Rep. No. 105-825, onH.R. 4328, Omnibus Appropriations bill FY99 105 th Cong., 2d Sess. 

(1998), p. 1219. 

9 Conf. Rep. No. 106-479, on H.R. 3194, FY2000 Consolidated Appropriations bill 106 th Cong., 1 st Sess. 
(1999), p. 488. 

10 Dep’t of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001, Pub. L. No. 106-291, 1 14 Stat 
922, 968. 

11 Dep’t of the Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2002, Pub. L. No. 107-63, 1 15 Stat. 
414, 445. 

12 Consolidated Appropriations Resolution, 2003, Pub. L. No. 108-7, 117 Stat. 1 1, 251. 

13 Agreement Made and Entered into the 21 !t Day of February, 1997, by and between the United States; 
United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service; Ketchikan Pulp Company and Louisiana-Pacific 
Corporation; Pers. Comm. Buck Lindekugel, SEACC with U.S. Forest Service Region 10, Office of Gen- 
eral Counsel (June 5, 2003). 

14 1999 Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act, Publ. L. No. 106-31, 113 Stat. 57, 90. 

15 Two million dollars were appropriated in each of these 2 bills: Conf. Rep. No. 106-914, on H.R 4578, 
Dep’t of Interior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001, 106 th Cong., 2d Sess. (2000), p. 157; 
Conf. Rep. No. 106-988, on H.R. 4635, Dep’t of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Dev., and In- 
dep. Agencies Appropriations Act, 2001, 106 th Cong., 2d Sess. (2000), p. 266. 

16 L. Scott Trainum, Report on Feasibility: Ethanol Plant Development in Southeast Alaska, 2000, p. 9. 

17 Omnibus Appropriations Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 104-134, 110 Stat. 1321-182. 

18 FY2000 Consolidated Appropriations bill, Pub. L. No. 106-113, .113 Stat 1501A-177 

19 U.S. Forest Service Contract Number 50-0109-2-61300, Midway Road Construction, issued April 30, 

2002 . 

20 2003 FSEIS, supra note 4, Table 3.3-15, p. 3-109. 

21 Alaska Forest Roads, updated June 14, 2002, in U.S. Forest Service Alaska Region Briefing Book 

2002 . 

22 2003 FSEIS, supra note 4, p. 3-25. 
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47 Quarterly Form 10-Q Report, Commission File Number 1-7107 for the period ending June 30, 1996, p. 
10. Available at. http://-www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/60519/0000892917-96-000233.txt 

48 Pers. Comm., Mark Suwyn, LP CEO, July 29, 1996. 

49 Alaska Pulp Corporation Consolidated Balance Sheet, March 31, 1993. 

50 Memorandum from Steve Brink, Deputy Regional Forester for Natural Resources, to Chief of the U.S. 
Forest Service (March 28, 2002) (explaining a finding of overriding public interest in contract exten- 
sions). 

51 Notice of Extension of Certain Alaska Timber Sale Contracts, 67 Fed. Reg. 51165-67 (August 7, 2002). 

52 Memorandum from Dale Bosworth, Chief of the Forest Service, to Mark Rey, Under Secretary, Natural 
Resources and Environment, (undated), explaining contract extensions. 

53 Guy C. Robertson and David J. Brooks, Assessment of the Competitive Position of the Forest Products 
Sector in Southeast Alaska, 1985-94, Gen. Tech. Rep. PNW-GTR-504, U.S. Forest Service, Pacific 
Northwest Research Station (2001). Available at: http://www.srs.fs.usda.gov/pubs/view- 
pub.jsp?index=2926. 

54 U.S. Forest Service data provided, in response to a FOIA request by Taxpayers for Common Sense 
( 2002 ). 

55 Timber Cut and Sold, Region 10 Fiscal Year 2002 report from USDA Forest Service Alaska Region 
Reports and Policies webpage: http://www.fs.fed.us/rlO/ref_reports/reports.shtml; U.S. Forest Service 
Tongass Land Management Plan Revision Final Environmental Impact Statement, January 1 997 Table 3- 
73, p. 3-259. 

56 2003 FSEIS, supra note 4, Table 3.4-15, p. 3-287. 

37 Guy Robertson, Volume Harvested in Million Board Feet, Fiscal Year 1980-2002, U.S. Forest Service 
data for Alaska Region, in response to SEACC FOIA request of December 2002. 

58 Alaska Governor Frank Murkowski, The State of the State Address, January 23, 2003. 

59 Calculation based upon the following data: 5.3 billion board feet have been logged on the Tongass from 
FY82 through FY02 (see Guy Robertson, Volume Harvested in Million Board Feet, Fiscal Year 1980- 
2002, U.S. Forest Service data for Alaska Region, in response to SEACC FOIA request of December 
2002); $750,065,582 has been lost from FY82 through FY02 (see methodology described in note 1). Us- 
ing these figures, the Forest Service has lost $141,175/mmbf of timber cut on the Tongass since 1982. At 
this historical rate of loss, cutting 360 mmbf yearly will cost taxpayers $50,823,000 each year. 

60 Memorandum from Steve Brink, Deputy Regional Forester for Natural Resources, to Chief of the U.S. 
Forest Service, (March 28, 2002). 

61 Data from: 1) Guy Robertson, U.S. Forest Service, Tongass National Forest Log Exports CY 1997- 
2001 , data provided to SEACC, June, 2003; 2) Timber Cut and Sold on National Forests, Region 1 0 Fis- 
cal 2001 report; and 3) Timber Cut and Sold on National Forests, Region 10 Fiscal 2000 report. Cut and 
Sold reports are available at U.S. Forest Service Alaska Region Policies and Reports webpage: 
http://www.fs.fed.us/rlO/ro/policy-reports/. 

62 Guy Robertson, U.S. Forest Service, Exports of Softwood Logs and Lumber from Alaska (Anchorage 
Customs District), CY 1988-2001, data provided to SEACC, May, 2003. 

63 Export data from: Guy Robertson, U.S. Forest Service, Tongass National Forest Log Exports CY 1997- 
2001 , data provided to SEACC, May, 2003; cedar harvest data from: Bill Wilson, Cedar Harvest on the 
Tongass National Forest (1997-2001), March 18, 2002, p. 3. 

64 U.S. Forest Service, Kuakan Timber Sale Record of Decision and Final Environmental Impact State- 
ment, March 2000, p. 2-2. 

65 U.S. Forest Service, Cholmondeley Timber Sales Final Environmental Impact Statement, April 2003, p. 
3-87. 

66 David Katz, Modeling a Small-Scale Secondary Manufacturing Timber Industry for Southeast Alaska. 
SEACC (1997), p. 1. 

67 Guy Robertson, U.S. Forest Service, Tongass National Forest Log Exports CY 1997-2001 , datapro- 
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March 28, 2004 



Ji nh uj Empire 

Support citizens' plan 

Letter to the editor 



When the Forest Service began planning 
a new round of timber sales for the 
Couverden area, Gustavus residents took 
notice. Gustavus residents are all too 
familiar with the last Couverden sale. 
During 1984-85, the Forest Service put 
in almost 30 miles of road and eight 
bridges at Couverden, spending 5.5 
million of taxpayers' dollars. The sale 
drew no bidders. When the Forest 
Service finally found a buyer, the price 
was reduced to base rates and garnered a 
mere $113,000 (barely 2 percent). 
Unfortunately, the current Forest Service 
proposal for Couverden is doomed to a 
worse fate. 

The current market for Tongass timber is 
virtually nonexistent. Sales routinely 
receive one, or zero, bids, and the 
industry recently sold 20 sales back to 
the Forest Service since they couldn't 
sell them. In the current Couverden 
DEIS (p. 2-12), the Forest Service 
admits, "none of the proposed 
alternatives are economically viable 
under current market conditions." To 
make this sale (which is predominantly 
low-grade hemlock) even remotely 
attractive, the Forest Service will likely 
sell at base rates and offer a round log 
export permit, guaranteeing the 
continued loss of millions of taxpayers' 
money with little, if any, benefit to the 
local economy. Which begs the question, 
"Who is the Forest Service laying out 
this sale for?" 



Since 2002, several Gustavus residents 
have assembled a proposal for the 
Couverden area. An incomplete sketch 
of our proposal was included by the 
Forest Service as Alternative 5 in their 
DEIS. The premise of our alternative is 
that Couverden is the last chance to 
make some sense of timber management 
on public lands in our area. The eastern 
edge of Icy Strait is open for logging. Of 
that, the Forest Service and Native 
corporations have hammered NE 
Chichagof. Gustavus has little timber 
and most is privately owned in small 
parcels. Couverden is our remaining 
possibility on public lands. The Forest 
Service is off to a bad start here, 
allowing two poorly conceived sales that 
have taken a big bite out of the timber 
base. However, there is some timber left 
and a potential oppurtunity. Now is the 
time to see that the Forest Service 
doesn't continue to clearcut away our 
fixture options and sell them for a song to 
exporters, while costing the taxpayers 
millions. 

The Gustavus Citizens Alternative 
attempts to make ecological and 
economic sense of timber management 
at Couverden that factors in the needs 
and opportunities for our region. Please 
check out alternative 5 in the Couverden 
DEIS. We'd appreciate your support. 
Comments are due March 29. 

Paul Barnes 
Gustavus 
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Response to Buck Lindekugal, Southeast Alaska Conservation Council 
and the Wilderness Society 

SEACC-1 : Your comments on your organizations are noted. 

SEACC-2: As you note in your comment, the Forest Service worked with the citizens of 
Gustavus to develop an alternative that meets their need for small sales. Alternative 5 is 
based on this effort. 

SEACC-3: The Forest Service held meetings in Hoonah to gather information on Native use of 
the Couverden area, locations of specific sites that are considered to be of cultural importance, 
and on other concerns that the Hoonah Indian Association may have had prior to publication of 
the DEIS. The Forest again met with the Association in March 2004, following publication of 
the DEIS, to discuss their concerns. 

SEACC-4: The Forest worked with the Gustavus community and met with the Hoonah Indian 
Association. Aversion of the Gustavus alternative was included in the DEIS. The preference 
that the Gustavus community has for small sales is recognized and is incorporated into the 
preferred alternative. The Hoonah Indian Association supports Alternative 1 , No Action. They 
recommend that rather than harvesting low-value hemlock, the Forest Service should 
concentrate on other uses for the area, such as subsistence uses, protecting the scenery 
values, improving fish passage, and tourism. They also state that they would prefer to see 
small-scale harvest rather than large sales. 

SEACC-5: We agree that the range of alternatives was “quite broad.” Thank you for pointing 
out that the DEIS erred in stating the proposed volume for Alternative 5 was 8 MMBF. It 
proposes a total sale volume of 100 to 500 MBF per year but then assumes a total volume 
over the decade of 8 MMBF of timber. This should have been 1 to 5 MMBF, not 8. This has 
been corrected in the FEIS, along with all numbers derived from using this figure and all 
effects tied to the larger number. 

SEACC-6: At the time of this response, this Forest Plan issue of timber supply and market 
demand is in litigation [Case No. J03-0029 CV (JKS)]. The DEIS used the most current 
information available at the time the analysis was done. 

SEACC-7: Updated information on timber industry employment has been included in the 
FEIS. Please note that, due to the time it takes to edit, print, and distribute a document of this 
size and complexity, the most recent published data may not be included. 

SEACC-8: At the time of this response, this Forest Plan issue is in litigation [Case No. J03- 
0029 CV (JKS)]. 

SEACC-9: The monetary effects of past timber sales and of canceled sales in other areas are 
beyond the scope of this analysis. Harvest costs are very different today than in the past. The 
original Couverden sale had high costs partly because an LTF, sort yard, and camp had to be 
built and partly because a new road system, including bridges across major streams, had to be 
designed and built. Timber sale preparation costs were also increased because there were no 
roads, making access slow and difficult, and, therefore, expensive. The second sale also 
included a major expansion of the road system into the Swanson Creek watershed, which 
included several major stream crossings. The canceled sales were sold when timber prices 
were high. After prices fell, these sales were no longer viable and had to be canceled. If sold, 
the proposed timber sales would be sold under very different market conditions. Therefore, 
these past sales are not comparable with the proposed action. Timber would only be offered if 
market conditions were to improve and the sales were not deficit. 
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SEACC-10: It is not correct that the analysis in the DEIS was completed nearly two quarters 
into fiscal year 2004. The analysis in the DEIS was prepared in the summer and early fall of 
2003. It was sent to the printer at the beginning of December. It takes time to prepare the 
document for publication and to have it printed. The information in the analysis was current at 
the time the analysis was done. 

SEACC-1 1 : At the time of this response, this Forest Plan issue of what constitutes actual 
market demand is in litigation [Case No. J03-0029 CV (JKS)]. It is beyond the scope of this 
analysis. 

SEACC-1 2: At the time of this response, this Forest Plan issue of current mill capacity and 
utilization rates is in litigation [Case No. J03-0029 CV (JKS)]. It is beyond the scope of this 
analysis. 

SEACC-1 3: At the time of this response, this Forest Plan issue of how the Forest Plan ROD 
interpreted the Brooks and Haynes draft and on how the report was used in the Forest Plan 
analysis is in litigation [Case No. J03-0029 CV (JKS)]. It is beyond the scope of this analysis. 

SEACC-14: The most recent Appendix A has been included in the FEIS. 

SEACC-1 5: We do not agree that none of the alternatives meet the purpose and need, which 
includes managing in an “economically efficient manner.” Managing in an economically 
efficient manner relates to meeting the objectives effectively and within budget. We are doing 
so. Timber markets appear to be in an upswing and we believe that our planning efforts will 
result in a timber sale or sales that will attract purchasers. Current timber markets appear to 
show that none of the action alternatives could be operated economically, though several are 
within the historical swings in timber markets. The alternatives respond to a variety of issues, 
and each alternative is measured against an economic yardstick. The purchase price of the 
wood coupled with the cost of transporting, harvesting, and milling the wood and moving the 
finished product to market should be less than the return to the purchaser for the finished 
product. This would allow prospective purchasers to make a profit, pay employees, and, in 
turn, support their communities. 

SEACC-1 6: We are aware of your longstanding position that an economic efficiency analysis 
is required in project level EISs. As we have explained when this comment was made on 
other projects, your position is not correct. An economic efficiency analysis is required for a 
forest planning level analysis and a financial efficiency analysis is required for a project level 
EIS (FS Handbook 2409.18 section 13). 

SEACC-17: Additional information on the NEAT analysis has been added to the FEIS. 

SEACC-1 8: Utility log volume is estimated just as the sawlog volume is estimated. Utility 
volume within a harvest unit “counts” toward the ASQ if the intent is to harvest it, whether utility 
volume is removed from the sale area or not. Determinations are made on a unit-by-unit basis 
depending on the silvicultural, visual, riparian, or wildlife objectives to be achieved. If the 
objectives to be met require harvest of utility, utilization standards that identify the quality of 
materials required for removal from each unit will determine what timber is removed. 

However, logs are paid for even if the trees are left standing. 

SEACC-1 9: We have done the economic analysis we believe is appropriate. We followed 
Regional direction in selecting the costs used in the analysis (refer to Forest Service Manual 
2409.18). Please note that the Tongass Timber Reform Act (TTRA) requires the Forest 
Service to seek to meet market demand. This law enacted by Congress did not require that 
the Forest earn a profit or even break even in seeking to meet market demand. 
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SEACC-20: Information on acres harvested in all past sales in the project area is included in 
the Cumulative Effects section (DEIS p3-72). Information on harvest costs and returns from 
past sales is not readily available and has no bearing on the decision to be made. 

SEACC-21 : While VCU 1200 was listed in the mid-1990s as one of 86 VCUs on the Tongass 
with the highest community use values, the Couverden area does not receive heavy use for 
either subsistence or recreation. Refer to the recreation and subsistence resource reports. 

The waters of Icy Strait receive heavy use for both commercial, recreational, and subsistence 
fishing, but there is no indication that the land area does. The project area contains relatively 
few deer because of the harsh winter climate; therefore, little subsistence deer hunting takes 
place in the project area. The DEIS does contain mitigation measures that protect fish and 
wildlife resources (refer to Appendix B). 

SEACC-22: All new roads would be closed after the project is completed and placed in 
storage. Culverts would be pulled or bypassed, and access would be blocked. The intention 
is to close the road to vehicle use; however, we acknowledge that some ATV use will occur 
and this was considered in the wildlife analysis in Chapter 3. 

SEACC-23: The project area comprises nearly 50,000 acres, or 78 square miles, a substantial 
“landscape” that underwent analysis. All old-growth reserves within the project area were 
evaluated for consistency with Forest Plan standards and guidelines as required by the Forest 
Plan. The old-growth reserve in VCU 1180 was expanded as recommended by the 
Interagency Committee. Refer to the old-growth habitat analysis in the wildlife section of 
Chapter 3. 

SEACC-24: All roads would be built and maintained in accordance with BMPs to ensure non- 
impairment of flow and circulation patterns and protect water quality, as required under the 
Clean Water Act. All alternatives follow the recommendations made by the Corps in regard to 
closing roads no longer needed for silvicultural work. Refer to the comment letter from the 
Corps in this appendix. 

SEACC-25: The Tongass National Forest, in partnership with other agencies, is developing 
methodology for determining priorities to address fish passage problems. The proposed 
Couverden Timber Sales offer an opportunity to resolve fish passage and drainage problems 
as part of the road work associated with the proposed sales rather than wait for future funding. 

SEACC-26: The Forest Service has an effectiveness monitoring program for BMPs, and 
results were reported in the 2002 Annual Monitoring Report (pages 2-107 through 2-123). 

Past effectiveness monitoring has concentrated on temperature and turbidity. 

SEACC-27: All newly constructed roads will be removed or placed in storage upon closure. 
This will reduce future maintenance needs. In addition, open road mileage in the project area 
will be reduced to less than 30 miles, with the remainder placed in storage status with drainage 
structures removed. 

SEACC-28: Fill will come from local rock sources. The project area contains several quarries. 
Fill that is removed during road closure will be stored in the quarries it was removed from or 
placed in a stable upland location approved for this use. This requirement has been added to 
Chapter 2, Items Common to All Alternatives. 
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Response to Steve Little 

SL-1 : Your comments that you are the owner of a small saw mill in Gustavus and can handle 
200 MBF of timber a year are noted, as is your support for small sales to make wood from the 
Couverden area available to local businesses. All action alternatives include the option of 
small sales; refer to the Alternatives Considered in Detail section of Chapter 2. 
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Juneau Ranger District TNF 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, Alaska 99801 

Re.Couverden Timber Sale Comments 




Slistract 



The wife and I were in Italy when 9/11 developed. Immediately after it was known what 

happened Princess Tours, Norwegian Cruise Line, and several other international cruise 

lines pulled their vessels out of the Mediterranean Sea. These ships headed straight for Ci~ 1 

the USA and were to be refurbished for the Alaska trade. Alaska seemed like a safe place 

to tour and Americans would like to go to places within the states, since Europe and the 

mid east were hot beds for terrorist attacks. 



Alaska abound with wildlife, a large variety of sea life, glaciers to numerous to count, the 
two largest National Forests in the states, and all this could be seen from the decks of the 
cruise ships. Juneau, the capital city of Alaska, with a population of 30,000 had over 
1 0,000 people visiting at one time. 

These people don’t come up here to see roads and clear cuts. The people come up here to 
see the wildlife, fish, forests, and glaciers. Building roads, and clear cuts have destroyed 
much of the public lands the people remembered in the lower 48 states. We presently 
have as many Brown Bear on Admiralty Island in the Tongass National Forest as was 
found by the Lewis and Clark Expedition revisited 200 years later in the lower 48 states. 



\ 



cu'2. 



Couverden Timber Sale is a taste for the future on what will happen to Juneau and the 
surrounding area. The two major mill operators said they were unlikely to BID because 
the timber was of lower value and Couverden was too far away. A mill in Hoonah said 
the sale was too large for him to bid on. Even the cultural and historical resources of the 
people from Hoonah and Gustavus will be threatened by the sale. Fishermen, hunters, and 
other users would be displaced. Road building and clear cuts would impact the critical 
view shed. The cruise ships on their way to Glacier National Park pass by the Coverden 
Timber Sale. 

On June 18, 1986 Senator Wm. Proxmire awarded his coveted “Golden Fleece Award” to 
the National Forest and the United States Congress. Senator Proxmire said,” Talk about a 
classic case of log rolling. The taxpayers get rolled while the timber companies get the 
logs.” The Coverden Timber Sale exemplifies the problems with the Tongass Timber 
Program. In 1 986 the USFS spent over $5.5 million dollars building 30 miles of road £ j_- 4 

and 8 bridges for a sales that drew no bidders. The Couverden Timber Sale was that sale. 

It was later sold for 2% of what it cost for the roads and access to the timber. There are 

over 100 more sales like this the USFS Planning process has waiting. Here in the North 

Tongass we can look forward to Cowee-Davies Creek Sale, St. James Bay Sale, Windam 

Bay Sale, and Taku Harbor Sale in the near future. — 




CL' 5 
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Please answer the following questions: 
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1 -Has the planning team lost billions of dollars on the timber sales as stated in the C~' ^ 

Golden Fleece Award? | 

2- Why did the USFS not include the So. Chilkat Peninsula in one of the Alternatives on 
Couverden Sale as an addition to the UN International Biosphere. It was requested by the 
public as alternative?. 

3- Why did the USFS not take over Pt. Retreat Light House Reserve (public lands) from 
the USCG. Instead of letting Senator Ted Stevens giving $15 million worth of public real 
estate to a fisheries lobbyist in an appropriations rider? 

4- Are you in business to make money, break even, or loose money? 




f ?/2 >/ 

f/r y frty. 
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Response to Cliff Lobaugh 

CL-1 : Your comments about the cruise ship business are noted. 

CL-2: Your comments about why tourists come to Alaska are noted. 

CL-3: We do not agree that the cultural and historical resources of the people from Hoonah 
and Gustavus will be threatened by the sale of timber. Refer to the Heritage Resource section 
of the FEIS. 

CL-4: You are correct that the timber sale that was logged in the early 1980s lost money. It 
was the first entry into the area and the high road and LTF costs were not recovered through 
the sale of the timber. 

CL-5: The press release that you submitted (dated June 18, 1986) refers to timber sale loses 
associated with the long-term timber contracts that guaranteed timber at low rates to pulp 
mills. These contracts were canceled a decade ago. 

CL-6: The Forest Service did not consider adding the South Chilkat Peninsula to the UN 
International Biosphere as part of this project because adding the South Chilkat Peninsula to 
the UN International Biosphere is beyond the scope of this proposal. 

CL-7: The Forest Service did not “take over” the Point Retreat Light House instead of letting 
Congress give it to a fisheries lobby because Congress did not authorize the Forest Service to 
do so. The Forest Service operates under the direction of Congress and the Administration; it 
does not direct Congress. 

CL-8: The Forest Service is not “in business to make money, break even, or loose money.” It 
is not a business. It is a federal agency that carries out the direction of laws, regulations, 
policies, and the current Forest Plan. It seeks to manage the land to meet the desired 
condition identified for each LUD. It is directed to manage LUDs identified for timber 
management to produce timber in order to achieve the goals of the Forest Plan for those 
LUDs. It attempts to do this as efficiently as possible, but maximizing return of profits to the 
treasury is not the goal. Refer to Purpose and Need in Chapter 1 for additional information on 
the goals and objectives for the project area. 
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I can't help but comment on the proposed timber sale on the Chilkat Penninsula. 
For too long has this community acted as if commercial activities should take 
place elsewhere, provided those activities are taxed and the tax dollars are 
funneled through Juneau. Our society needs commercial and industrial activities 
right here, now. Perhaps the next generation will realize that our material 
well-being is dependent upon these commercial and industrial activities; and in 
order for us to have anything material someone has to go to work and do 
something. In this case the "something" is the proposed timber sale. So please 
conclude that I support harvesting timber at Couverden, as much as possible as 
soon as possible. 

Thank you 
Tom Meyer 
(907)586-1773 
22 9 -5th Street 
Juneau, Ak 99801 
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Response to Public Comments on the DEIS E-168 



Couverden Timber Sales FEIS 





Response to Tom Meyer 

TM-1 : Your support of harvesting timber at Couverden is noted. 
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This is my written comment about the Couverden timber sales I don't consider 
myself a tree huger, in fact I have two acres of trees and I cut down four trees 
yesterday. I have three wooden houses, a wood fence, wood floors, I love real 
wood. My forest is managed like a garden removing trees so others will have more 
space, light etc to grow; our business is a B&B. is in the middle of all 
these beautiful trees and the tourist love it. So you can see why I would 
prefer #5 plan for Couverden. I want a viable sustainable forest. I think 
we should be a good example for every one in the world, to see how we have 
for thought in managing our forest which includes supporting wild life and 
viewing for the tourist . 

I used to be a commercial fisherman and witnessed a lot of 
abuse from logging com. that didn't care about the rules and to small of 
fines set fourth by the forest service. I would like to see the wood 
available for subsistence use permits, and local industry. We are having a 
hard enough time living here trying to carve out a living, now that were 
out of the fishery. 

Tourist have written lots of emails say they aren't going 

to come to AK. Because of the wolf kill. You say what does that have to do 
with this? I say a lot. People are saying and well organized and believe 
me people don't want to see clear cuts or miss managed forest. But they 
would be very happy as would  I to learn that if we adopt #5 plan we 
are caring and intelligent people in AK. We care about our world and we 
should be doing the right thing. Why should we sell our resources at a 
loss? The tourist also wants to know why there are lots of roads in 
Couverten and bad roads in Gustavus. With plan #5 the land will be alive 
and well for our great grand children. 

Lynn Morrow 
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Response to Lynn Morrow 

LM-1 : Your comments on how you manage your forestland are noted. 

LM-2: Your support of Alternative 5 is noted. Alternative 5 responds well to Issue 1: avoiding 
road construction and timber harvest in roadless areas, as do all the action alternatives except 
Alternative 2. It responds better to Issue 2, emphasizing alternatives to clearcutting, and to 
Issue 3: protecting scenery, than the other alternatives. It does not respond well to Issue 4: 
timber sale economics. It would provide the lowest timber harvest volume of the action 
alternatives (between 1 and 5 mmbf over the next decade) and it would have the second 
highest costs among the action alternatives. It would not meet the Purpose and Need for the 
project as well as other action alternatives. It would contribute less toward meeting the annual 
market demand for Tongass National Forest timber than the other action alternatives. While it 
would provide opportunities for resource uses that contribute to the local economy, it would 
contribute less to the regional economy (Southeast Alaska) than the other action alternatives. 
Please refer to the Comparison of Alternatives section of Chapter 2 and the Purpose and Need 
section of Chapter 1 . 

LM-3: Small sales are included in this analysis. 

LM-4: There are roads in a portion of the Couverden project area because this area is 
allocated to LUDs that allow timber harvest and roads are needed to manage the area for 
timber. These roads also provide opportunities for recreation, such as mountain biking and 
wildlife viewing, and provide access for subsistence hunting. We can not comment on if or 
why there are bad roads in Gustavus. Gustavus is not part of the National Forest. 
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Couverden Timber Sales Comments 
Juneau Ranger District 
Tongass National Forest 
8465 Old Dairy Road 
Juneau, AK 99801-8041 

Gentlemen or Madam: 

At the March 16 Couverden Timber Sale meeting of the Forest Service 
I was rebuffed , though courteously, by a heavy set gentlemen dressed 
in the Forest Service uniform. I am sony I did not obtain his name. 
Perhaps I am seen as an curmudgeon, pushing 80 years of age. I can 
play that part, and typical of one that has seen too much of life as well 
as the U. S. Forest Service, unfortunately. 

A younger, slender gentlemen of the Forest Service made most of the 
presentation courteously but made a statement which really irritated 
me. He said, in effect, he could selectively determine in the present 
EIS process which subjects were in effect germane to the draft EIS 
process and which were not and hence would be considered further in 
the EIS analysis ! If the public responds in a serious and deliberate 
way every question asked certainly deserves an answer, if possible, 
and, I thought, required by law. It is a public resource. 

I became especially concerned however following the comment one of 
the foresters made after I stated to the effect,” we don’t know what the 
long term effects of logging are .” I don’t recall his name, but in 
uniform, a heavy set individual who responded tha t there is plenty of 
evidence, showing, in effect that long term effects have not been 
observed . He therefore implied if such effects exist they have not been 
noticeably injurious to the salmon and fish resources as demonstrated 
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by the observations of several cases of regenerating stands of forest 
that had been initially cut a hundred years or so ago. They are 
perfectly healthy and near a size to compete the rotation cycle, he said. 
His inference that concern about possible adverse long term effects on 
fish resources was simply grossly in error. 

There is a very serious problem with such a position simply because it 
is unfounded and not documented through the observations of a rare 
rain on snow event Drs. F. A. Davidson and S. J. Hutchinson of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1 have made at Little Port Walter, 

Alaska located near the southern tip of Baranof Island. When these 
rare incidences occur they are biological disasters. A USFW fishery 
laboratory had been established at LPW in 1934 to study life history of 
salmon. A moderate size salmon stream, Sashin Creek was the center 
of the project. Two major structures were constructed, a weir to block 
upstream adult spawners, and screens to block downstream migrants in 
the spring. The maturing adult migrants returning from the sea in late 
summer and fell were then counted and returned to spawn in the 
stream while the downstream migrating young newly hatched salmon 
fry in the spring were counted before release to enter the estuary and 
sea. Therefore, the complete the life cycle was monitored. The project 
was soon to justify its cost in the a handsome return in information. 

... In the winter of 1941-1942 two weeks of freezing 
weather prevailed from file last of November to the 
middle of December. This was accompanied however, by 
heavy snowfall that completely blanketed the surface and 
prevented freezing to any appreciable death. Ten days of 
clear weather with freezing temperature at night 

1 Weather as an Index to the Future Abundance of Pink Salmon in Southeast Alaska. U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service., Little Port Walter, Alaska (undated) 16pp. 
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proceeded the sudden thaw on January 9. During this 
period the stream level dropped below normal and some 
freezing occurred in the exposed gravels. Frozen eggs 
and young were observed here and there in the exposed 
areas but there were no indications of a serious mortality 
in the brood. In fact the accumulating flood produced by 
the sudden thaw and heavy rains on January 7 took such a 
large toll of the brood that the effects due to freezing were 
completely obliterated. 

/ 

The effects of flood waters in the stream at Little Port 
Walter, have been observed the year around since 1934 
and no previous indications of a severe washing of the 
banks or scouring of the bottom have been noted. This 
has not been because the floods are of minor importance, 
for the streams is frequently subjected to freshets resulting 
from 6 to 8 inches of rainfall within a 12 to 24 period. In 
fact the average annual rainfall at Little Port Walter of 
227.8 inches is greater than at any other location in 
southeastern Alaska thus far recorded. Therefore, the 
flood that followed the sudden thaw and continuous 
downpour beginning January 9 were more than an 
exception to the rule. 

The melting of 4 to 7 feet of accumulated snow in the 
watershed together with the heavy rains produced a 
freshet that not only thoroughly scoured the stream bed 
but also moved logs along the banks that had not been 
dislodged for many years. The scouring was the most 
severe in the lower two thirds of the stream where the 
bottom consists mainly of fine to medium gravel and 
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where the spawning was the heaviest. Millions of 

developing eggs and young were washed out of the gravel 

and carried downstream with the current. Thousands j 

were caught in the grass and debris along the banks but 

most of the tern drifted out of the stream. The bulk of the j 

I 

fiy that later migrated to the sea came from the rocky area 
in the upper third of the stream that was not so seriously 
affected by the scouring flood. Had not the exceptionally 
large spawning population of 84,304 salmon entered the 
stream in the fell of 1941, this rocky area wold not have 
been heavily seeded, for the population pressure which 
occurs in large runs force the salmon to spawn in all the 
available areas in the stream regardless of the character of 

K.TM- 

the bottom. The total of 1,024,364 fry were finally ^ 

counted out of the stream. This was about one third of the j 

3,402,630 fry produced in the stream the year before from j 

a much smaller spawning population. The escapement in | 

1940 being 54,594 whereas it was 34,304 in 1941 . In ! 

view of the excellent seeding that resulted from the j 

spawning in 1941 there is little doubt but that it would 1 

have produced as many fry as did the 1940 spawning had 
not the flood destroyed such a large part of the brood. 

Therefore, since the fiy migration in 1942 was only 30 
percent of that which occurred in 1 94 1 , the loss due to the 
flood must have accounted for at least 70 percent of the 
brood. 



We must however pay special attention to the fact that the LPW 

watershed was completely pristine, un-roaded, and un-logged , with the 

only intrusion just above tide water at weir and counting screen 

location. i 
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In short, the U.S. Forest Service is sole author of the indefensible 
position of making every logged watershed in the Tongass under its 
jurisdiction committed to logging potentially the object and recipient of 
a single hundred year rainstorm event that will modify the watershed 
and production of fish on irreversible geological levels of action and 
change. 

Not like the Sashin Creek watershed which was pristine above the 
counting station at the mouth there are hundreds and thousands of acres 
of regrowth bisected by numerous roads each fo rming a addition 
drainage channel and streambed which now all over the Tongass wait 
for such events as a 100 year storm. Therefore, during our 
conversation when I said to you. “We don’t know what long term 
effects are ’ it was in the context the public and perhaps several 
biologists which have not had access to the information and its 
gravidly. Well, a few, Davidson and Hutchinson, and some others, 
including myself knew. 

I had last fall a telephone conversation with the new forester Cole and 
although our conversation ended on a friendly note especially over the 
feet that he had been a fisherman and was from Petersburg— if I have 
my facts right. But prior to that ending, the Regional Forester did not 
agree with me that the fishery resources are not being properly 
protected because existing leave strips are not adequate and 
aggradation is a more serious problem than the Forest Service wishes 
to admit Stream widening on larger streams after logging due to 
aggradation 2 is a feet. It may be appear suddenly after a large flood or 
slowly in the absence of major floods, and is only matter of time for its 



Hicks, B. J. , Hall, J.D., Bisson, PA. and J. R. Sedell. In Influences of Forest and Rangeland 
management o' Salmontd Fishes and their Habitats., W.R. Meehan editor. . Responses of Salmonids to Habitat 
Changes. U. S. Dept. Of Agriculture, .Forest Service American Fish. Soc. Sp.Publ. 19. 751pp p. 464. 
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effect to become visible. 



Our memories are short. A few years and major storm, named after the 
day it occurred as the Thanks Giving Day storm, caused havoc in 
southeast Alaska blowing down large numbers of trees over a good 
portion of southeast Alaska. Perhaps this is another so-called 100 year 
event. And a less but intense storm occurred within the past two 
decades which caused several land slides in the Hollis Alaska where 
logging occurred. How many other cases are of these potential long 
term effects? These transforming events act geological time scales and 
are permanent with respect to our own life times.. 

In closing, I want to tell you a story about a phenomenon called over 
land flow. I southeast Alaska it seldom happens but like most rare 
events it potentially carries much potential danger and change in its 
wake. I worked as a fishery biologist once at Little Port Walter and in 
Sashin Creek an average stream for southeast Alaska as to size. One 
fell considerable rain fell over a period of three days and the stream 
reached a high flood stage. The stream was still contained by the 
banks but another kind of flow appeared. Looking down toward my 
boots I noticed a single hemlock of spruce needed slightly move, or 
wiggle momentarily! It was a subtle movement, and because the rain 
had stopped at the time and the observed motion had not been cause by 
a rain drop which seemed the only likely explanation for the 
movement. As I looked more I would occasionally observe other slight 
vibration like movements on the forest floor. I suddenly realized I was 
seeing overland flow, a relatively rare event even in Southeast Alaska 
rainforest, with ints high rainfall and even for LPW which has an 
annual rainfall of over 200 inches a year. I had to conclude there was a 
thin flow of stnSace water moving across the surface directed toward 
the creek. Evapotranspiration usually removes tins water retu rnin g it to 
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the atmosphere and not affecting the stream. 



But another remarkable fact also seemed to occur. The stream at 
flood stage was not a dirty gray and an indicator of soil erosion but a 
dark brown color, from th tannin’s of decaying organic material 
primarily from the muskegs perhaps indicating the watershed was still 
intact with the plant cover protecting the soil beneath from erosion. 
After about three days the storm abated and the stream returned to 
normal with the tuberous bank vegetation flattened and organic debris 
deposited but no erosidn, stream widening, nor aggradation, observed. 

I don’t see that fixture ahead is very bright for most of the streams in 
logged watersheds. 

««o»» 

I believe the public has been captive through the extreme prejudice 
within Forest Service which grew since the time timber interests and 
less than pure scientists separated the Forest Service from its legacy 
left by its major charismatic creator, Gifford Pinchot. There is not a 
clearer case than this as the relentless closed minded reductionism of 
the influences contained in the writing of such individuals as Chadwick 
D. Oliver and Bruce C Larson writing and authorship of Forest Stand 
Dynamics (Updated version). 

These authors openly declare on pages 4-6 their commitment to 
reductionism and their fear in the unknown which they seem to identify 
with holism. Reductionism can develop a powerful and appealing 
argument which these two authors also realize have its enemies and for 
which in the highest of scientific tradition bear their reductionist 
position through their warnings and writings. The heritage of von 
Bertalanffy and systems modelers, such as F. Herbert Bormann and 
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Gene E. Likens and these author’s contribution pattern and Process in 
a Forested Ecosystem: Distrubance, Development and the Steady 
State Based upon the Hubbard Brook Ecosystem Study’ is in 
juxtaposition which gives cause to Oliver and Chadwick but also Dr. 
William Meehanin his momentous compendium, 4 Influences of Forest 
and Rangeland Management on Salmonid Fisheries and their 
Habitats composed of 18 chapters, 751 pages, and 2,146 citations the 
contributions of a roster of 35 individuals, primarily fishery biologists 
from the western states and British Columbia well known from 
publishing in their fields would seem be the sound and unimpeachable 
document which it is not. The document would draw the strands of 
studies in review articles accomplished primarily over the previous 30 
years into meaningful patterns of significance though most all 
qualitative rather and quantitative in character for the different subjects 
fishery biology commonly encounters but relative to logging activity in 
particular it would seem. This document of reference of 2, 146 
publication titles is however a remarkably empty of reference to long 
term quantitative studies. To ignore one of the few possible 
disciplinary links to long term effects of logging is no better 
demonstration of the failure of forest science than can be found in the 
literature. To ban the modelers from the realm of fishery- forestry 
science is either a dishonest forestry science or one had better get a 
better brain. To legitimize that ban through the American Fisheries 
Society is an unspeakable injustice to fisheries science. 
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And there are serious other long-term problems generated from such 



3 , © 1979. Springer- Verlag, New York, Inc. 

Meehan, W.R.. editor. 1991. Irrfluences of Forest and Rangeland Management on Salmonid Fishes 
and Their Habitats, including a Chapter within the book , Swanstan, D.N. 1 99 1 . Natural Processes. Am. Fish. 
Soc. Sp. Publ. 19: 139-179. American Fisheries Society Special Publication 19. Bethesda. Maryland. U. S. 
Forest Service, Pacific Northwest Research Station and Forest Environment Research, 1991. 751pp. 
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prejudice. These are published projections of the long term cycle such 
as by Bormann and Likens (1969) 5 that can be used to satisfy and fill in 
good stead for the absence of the direct observations which cannot 
become to be developed well until active field studies are instituted 
from current field data to construct 100 year effects studies. But the 
Forest Service has clearly decided to ignore the Bormann and Likens 
steps in this direction. It is interesting to observe, for example, and for 
which the cover of this document seems to be an omen in fact 
demonstrates the very problem graphically. The errors in previous 
belief that the fishery resource was being protected as shown in the 
drawing because what we see in the picture are meaningless 
appearances which do not adversely affect the fish resource. The 
seeming substantive and extensive Meehan Compendium does indeed 
show an extensive literature, but of grossly limited to the scope of the 
qualitative, for which the greatest error is the lack of quantitative 
studies in fishery biology. 

That the Compendium is a very accomplished work and backed by the 
American Fisheries Society which again spoke for its credentials and 
the excellence of the contributions. But alas, it is also the documentation 
as well of the near absence of quantitative studies in fisheries science 
cannot be repeated enough! There were very few quantitative studies of 
fishery biology reported. Its editor, however, from whom the cover 
jacket bears his name is not a fluke of nature but is also a real statement 
of the depth and where fisheries science has been over a significant part 
of history, and history that came alive with publications following the 
Congressional sponsored funding following passage of the National 
Forester Management Act of 1975. But these, new funds supported little 



5 , F .H. and G. E. ., 1 979. Pattern and Process in a Forested Ecosystem: Disturbance, 

Development and the Steady State Based on the Hubbard Brook Ecosystem Study. Springer Verlag. New York, 
London.. .253pp. 
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dedication to serious studies and commitment of long term studies, such 
as made possible the significant find ings derived at Little Port Walter 
from Sashin Creek. Its significant achievement the proof that leave 
strips of timber were vital to the health of stream life and salmon was its 
singular most important accomplishment. But alas, its payback with the 
disbandment of the Auke Bay laboratories research in salmon life 
studies through moving the enterprise to Idaho, and sabotaging the 
scientific structure developed and in place at the Auke Bay laboratory. 

This move was solely achieved by one of the peoples representatives in 
Washington D.C. , 

One interesting feet if not alone and in iUuminating the extreme 

prejudice inherent in Forest Service thought is perhaps the same and 

very iUuminating thinking of Chadwick and Oliver’ s historical n y ^ - 1 1 

perspectives 6 with its clear and admitted prejudice of Bormann and Ct,n * 

Likens (1969). The prejudice seems to be carried on through not being 

listed nor recognized in the Meehan Compendium among the several 

categories of subjects, and topics commonly known. Bomann and 

Likens were the two scientists’ s that held the important link, if not the 

only link, to long term studies bridging the gap in information from the 

short term qualitative studies that constituted weU over 95 percent of the 

published literature on fisheries! The American people o ught to be 

disgusted with you. From the Compendium listings of thousands of 

short term studies and with long term studies so very rare it questions j 

what is fishery biology, anyway? One of the giants of fishery science j 

Professor Robert May would comment on the cause why long term ! 

effects studies have not materialized. I am proud to be a party to one of 

the most significant quantitative fishery contribution ever published in ; 



D. O. and B.C. . Forest Stand Dynamics (Updated version), Wiley. N.Y. 520pp., 4-6. 
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